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M ADAM, 


VOUR known zeal for the cauſe in 
the defence of which this work is 
compoſed is my motive for prefixing your 
name to it} It is a great and important 
queſtion that is now in agitation, and it 
is but juſtice that poſterity ſhould, if poſ- 

ſible, be made acquainted with the names 
of thoſe zealous advocates of truth, whoſe 
. "oo Fs exertions 


* DPEDICATION. 1 
exertions, though not in the character of 
writers, haue yet, ig. various, other ways = 
contributed to. its, ſucceſsful, ſpread: Jt 
this honourable claſs I; know, of few that 
are intitled, to ſtand. before that of Mrs. 


Rayner... 


n tot 0279 bags Viss mags 


nf 13816 ” 
" Sack is our ſocial nature, that thoſe 


who. are actuated by, the pureſt: love of 
truth, and wWhoſe views are the moſt 
fingle, feel, and therefore, in ſome: degree; 
want the additional motive. which fariſes 
from the concurrence. of: others, in d cνν 
in which the world in general is againſt; 
them. But a very few, united in a lone 
of truth. of; the importance of which 
they are deeply Lenkible, will caſihy bear 
up againſt any combination. Numbers) 
power, wealth, long eſtabliſhment, faſhion; 
e other advantage o the 
7 K. ſide 


HEDbIER TIDY. „ 
fide of „er, fnipire' io War er ditruſt, 
but rather give courage to the finalt band 
that fight under the bauterd of rrutb ant 
right." The conteſt itfelf is Flortous, and 
khelt oonßdenoe of final fucceſs makes 
them Wee even joyful, 3 op» 
ods 3811 ien 1812 ot id i 3% 
: 1-Betlobindsnns Lm pefcased think you, 
Madam, as well as myſelf, do, chat à wiſe 
Providence ſuper- jntends all events, guid- 
ing the thoughts and purſults of every 
. to the moſt proper object. and 
in the moſt proper time; we rejoice in 
being every" queſtion of gest moment, 
and eſperially thoſe relating to theology, 
becoms the lubject of intereſting” diſuſe 
fion ) well knowing that it js a4 prelude 
to the enlargement of the minds of men, 
* 1 of error, and the propaga- 
in A 3 tion : 


3 5 E DIC ATU ON. OY 
Hon of truth, with which the welbebeing 
ofhmankind, here and[hereafter, is always, 
more or leſs, connected. uon) 
ne dis en mort Vas tfib coils - one 
_ 110!Y6u; Madam, have ſufficientlyn ſhewn = 
a mind ſuperibor to every thing that this 
world can hold out in oppoſition/its-the 
claims of reaſon and conſciende? and the 
knowledge tliat I have of your enlarge 
views, and yout noble intrepidity tin fol- 
Jowing truth wherever you apprehend it 
td lead you, and in overlooking all obſta- 
cles thät would oppoſe Jig hy condurp will 
Aways L hope; increaſt my on zeal and 
Grmneſs ine che ſame eaaſe. Such ex- 
athplcs ate ever preſent to my mind; and 
it is impoſſible that they ſhould: be con 


templated without ſome beneficial in- 
duence. Vere: fat} Thoy zuck Ni. W * | 


To Batjlorq gates df ni nas = 
| | A Society 


DED A HOIN vn 
31 Bodiety, like ybursl and that of our 
common and excellent friend. Mt. Lindſey 
(without, however, excluding many others 
who think differently from us with re- 
ſpect to the object of this vor but whoſe 
chriſtian ſpirit I revere, and, I hope, mu- 
late) is one chief ſource of my happineſs 
here. And I have no: greater wiſh than 
to rejoin ſuch friends hereafter,, and ſhare 
in their purſuits in a future world, a8 I 
have done in the preſent; not doubting 
but that we; ſhall find; proper objects for 
the exerciſe of that ardent love of truth, 
and that zeal; and activity in promoting 
it (as well as for the principles of, piety 
and benevolence in general) which have 
been formed hermmee. 


ni IstRSnsd Sftot wont bail 
Wiching that your ſun may ſet with 

ſerenity, in the pleaſing projpont of the 
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eccehful e that truth wr it 
of that future happy bree 4 ani ch 
jo 6 and virtue will reign 1 
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5341. 1 Nouns 517 Bro. vr 


= H E Mie of the 1 7 
Chriſtianity I wrote as a ſequel to 


my Inflitures\'of Nuturul and Revealed Reli- 
gion, and therefore chiefly for the uſe of 
| the unlearnid, who might wiſh to know in 
what manner, and from what cauſes, ſuch 
doctrines as thoſe of the 1rinity, atonement, 
original fin, &c. aroſe, and got ſo fixm an 
eſtabliſhment in the creeds of ſo many per- 
ſons proſeſſing chriſtianity, with the ge- 
nuine principles of which they are totally 
diſeordant. | ot" 4 . 


 troverſy with reſpect to the firſt article of 
it, viz. the Hiſtory of Opinions concerning 
Chrift, I have been led to give more parti- 


3 | cular 


8 NAA. A 
. eularlattention to the ſùbſect j and this has 
produced the materials for the work which 

Ino pre ſent to the public, and eſpecially 
tobe lrurntu, to whom it is more particu- 
: latly" adareffed f though, 1. hope, that the 
- ereateſt part of it will be ſufficientiy ſintel- 
igible to readers of gbod ſenſe, who Ha 
not have had the advantage of a ſcholaſtic 
regucation 10 i e 0 eee 
ng 11 „Stad bas yi wowrnows) 1wots + 
-10:4n1edmpoſingnthis> work, I can truly ſay 
dhat I have ſpared neither time. labour, nor 
enxpence. When IL formed i the deſign of it. 
I. was determined tog doit from eig 
ters, ,ithout even looking inte any 
modern author Whatever. I thereſore pe- 
axuſed;iall; the, books of which a catalogue 
will be given at the cloſe of the werk 
Ghich are all that I could purchaſe, or 
conveniently borrow) with as much vate as 
I thought the nature of each required, hav- 
ing only one object in view; and I lid not 
| knowingly; overlook any paſſage that pro- Fr 
miſed to throw light upon the ſubject-. 
o eH519b sm uchi 100 ei 21:tkdt pews: 
ions . Having 


* 


e Having collected and ſattanged theſe. ma- 
terials, furniſned by thoſe: original authors, 


applied myſelf tothe reading oſ all ythe 


modern xiters of any te putation ſor learn- 


r n E A 4 


ing in eeclefiaſtical: hiſtory}; Whether their 


opinions were the ſame with mine, or not. 


But the addition that I made to m own - 
collection of authorities by this mans 
amounted to very little, not mot than 


about twenty or thirty, and thoſe, in gene- 


ral, of no gteat conſequonce. Mhat more 


I cold have done I cannot telle By de- 


laying the publication al year df two longer, 
and feviſing the work again andÞ again, I 


might; no doubt, have made it more com- 
plete; eſpecially as a compi]. But wich 
me this is no object at all; and the im- 
provement that I might have made in die 
work in other reſpects would not, I think, 
have been very material 
e Aboiupen dogs to stan or agua 


Witli great tranquility and ſatisfuction, 


therefore, I now commit this Hiſtory to my 
friends, and to my ehemies ; ſufficietaly 


aware that it is not without its defects to 
| A176 H exerciſe 
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' exerviſe the catdoutiof the foumèrq und the 


opt iouſueis uf the later. But no work of 
Mis, extent and of this mitiire, can be 1ex- 


pectet to be: perſecti . l have myſelf! diſco⸗ 
vetedi great miſtikes and overſights init thoſe 
who have gone before me; and notwith⸗ 


ſtanding all my care, I hall not be ſur- 


cially if they walk over the fame: ground | 


more leiſurely than I have done, ſhould find 
ſome things to correct in me. To make this 
as eaſy as poſſible, I have printed my autho .- 
rities at full length. But Lam confident, 
that all my overſights will not invalidate 
any poſtion of conſequence in the - whole 
work ; and this is n 
afteritruth will be ſolicitous my val. 
And but 4 sd, 16381 or tb CE 
On no former occaſion * declined; 
but on the contrary. I have rather..caurted, 
and provoked, | oppoſition, ;, becauſe; I am 
ſenſible it is the only method of diſcover 5 


ing truth ; and I am far from wiſhing: that 


this work may eicape the moſt rigorous 
examination. It will enable me to correct 
| "uk 


Wg 
24 


F. 
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wiſhes; not to miſlead the public; is anſwer- 
able for hat he lays before them. At their 


himſelf ready to 


isbilevai an lite. orfgymiovo year lis och, 


This 1 ſhall have a good opportunity of 
doing in the -Theological Repoſitory; which 


have revived, and which is publiſhed oc 
caſionally; and, to repeat what I faid on a 
former occaſion, . If any perfon will gv, 


his name, and propoſe [ any di feulry 


* whatever relating to the ſubject of this 


wii: 
any ſuture oditioni of tj and male it thate = 
perfect / than uit is poſſible for ae rome” 
it at ꝓteſent. I hope alfo that thi ooh - 
troverſy will be continue by men of left 
ivg; though I may now-think myſelf er- 
cuſed from tak ing any puri inriez But with 
reſpe&! ta thib, I fo not pretend to h 
any: ſixed determination. Every writer who | 


bat he is always 1 ſhould hold 


auſuet any impertant 
queſtion, when it is properly put to him. 


—— — 


„Work, ſo thit I hall ſee reaſbn to MH 


chat it proceeds from a loVe of truth, 1 
here promiſe that I will ſpeak fully 86 


it, and 1 ſhall be as explibit „ 


18 «« can.” 


«8. er fects” _ 
4 e RE ig the! Pains 2d: that 21d 
have Per Haken y 9 exhibit me to th Bats 
as un and difin genuous A Perun 
that wi th Fr e I have ſome cha- n 
_ 46 lofe.; or if fo ſo much has be kh 
ay that 1 "I? 517 Jittle 7 left, 17 * 
pound tha at I Kall be the. more e 
0 on that coul. Jen d 898 is 
15301757 8 141 nt banisito2 9019d 20413950b 


od ol 101 + uy ; 142 x Ny 
11 was m y carneſ Wich to have had the | 
be dt 
advantage 14 4 74 iſcuffon of che 10855 


an ln 


ject of this wor 4 e Arian | ore 
| 1 had proceeded to 1 compoſition © 
1 folicited' for ſuch an opponent both pub- + 
licly and privately, but without 1 8 ry 
which I think is much to be regretted. 155 
lieu of this, T have collected the ideas 4 of 
the Arians i in A more ws; way, an haye ; 
myſelf endeavoured to ſuggeſt all th t 1 
| poſſibly could'i in 9 of their ene 
It will be ſeen that T have given particular 
attention to "their doctrine throu gh the 
whole coutſe of * Work; ; and 1 at fay 4 
chat, I find no evidence of its exiſtence” Wc 
fore the time of Atius;"' If I have proved” 


this, 


1 * A 
e is bypoſht e e Cie 4d 
F i 1987f5 J Rug Nas atisf EAN 


ſay ing. it. 3 is. ſy ficient for. Mic _he find of * 


| 3 XG I in the ſcript 2 2 4 720 that he 
0 Il not "reouble, 8 | Fg ut that 2 ** 


aber 7 Far "will be Tos Ps, te, of, 

apoſtles. For it Hill of 1 bee 1 

argument, a priori, againſt . an e "I 
doctrine being contained in the Pr 


that] it, was never underſtood to be 8655 
perſons for, whoſe immediate uſe | the | . 
tures were written, and who "hoſt have been 


much better quslißed to eee them, + 


}D9 bn 1 
i 1 ho wh "than, v 1 Petend 
X 0 : | 


219931) x.» FR 100 4 89199 hn v1 


5 "+ 


* Ari: 91 5 120 N * nil 1 

y Arian friend s, 1 am wel aware, Will. 
[DI IV 18 71 

think” 728 in this, as we LL in pou 


IEC! 


part the work, 1 bear pee 'pec uliarly hard hard 
upon. th em 3 and 1 frankly, — — it. 
1 think. theirs to be an hypotheſis Fagally | 
deſſitute of ſupport, in the {riptures, in 
reaſon, and in hiſtory, There is, I even 
 thigk,, ges colour for it than, for the trini- 
en it. oe baſogs. the _ 
Lide v 2 * 


1 bayęe for any, living characters whatever. 


their pri 


W. eng Thy By u dn Rn 
as, ter warde 


Nice. 1} it begamem 
ee eee ee 

dilgyfÞg@m Ale ih not 46117 d ! 
miant7 7100 br. ABR 1 44997 46 hall 
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_ this, werk ; hecaule-for, many, of them haves! 


a great eſtepm, for ſome of them as great as 


But I;flattex, myſelf that, as they know, mo 
well, they will be {atisfied, that all. I have 
advanced ariſes from the fulneſs of my Per- 

ſuaſion with reſpect to the fallac 
neiples, and my. Seen 
recommend to them a ſyſtem better fcunded, 
chan theit uni. 
— d * e e 4 " 1 
They will be more particularly offends, 

at my got allowing them -mhe title of ame, 
r But for this I have given, my rea. 
883 and 1.reſpeft them as. gend men, and, 
— which is of ;infinitely, mona 
value. Beſides, the title of 2 


that „. e e 


4 2 a cs nk 


this country, till um was introduced 
by Mir. Whites; Dr. Cake, and Mr. 
Pierce, at a time when the old -unftarians, 
ſuch as were Mr. Biddle, and Mr. Firmin 
(thoſe moſt reſpectable of men) were almoſt 
extinct. We therefore only reclaim an old 
poſſeſſion, and by this means get quit of 
a denomination from a particular per ſon, 
ae eee e * — 
ben len willing v0 bead. 3 


There ln one partleuler GibjeRt on which 
1 have much enlarged in this treatiſe, and 
at all, when I began to collect materials for 
it. It is the miraculous conception of Jeſus, 
entertained any doubt; though 1 well knew | 
tians, of ancient and modern times, had 
diſbelieved it. The caſe was that, in pe- 
ruſing the early chriſtian writers, with a 
view to collect all opinions concerning Chrift, 
I found"fo much on this ſubhect, that 1 
b 


could 
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could, not help giving particular attention 
to it; and it being impoſſible not to be 
ſtruck with the -abſurdity of their feaſoning 
about it, I was by degregs led to think 
whether any thing better could be faid in 
proof of the fach; and at length my collec- N 
tions and ſpeculations, grew to. the fize 
that is now WWE the reader. f 


It has been my buſineſs to | Colle and 
digeſt fats and opinions, and it will be 
his to form a judgment concerning them. | 
What I myſelf think of them he will eaſily 
perceive, becauſe I have frankly acknow- 
ledged it; but that ought not to bias him. 
I rather wiſh that it may operate to awaken. 
his ſuſpicions, and lead him to examine 
what 1 have advanced with the greateſt ri- 
gour. To aſſiſt his judgment, I have kept 
nothing back that has occurred to myſelf, 

or that has been ſuggeſted by others; and 
in order to collect opinions with more eaſe, 
I firſt publiſhed this article in the Theol. 
gical Repoſitory, as I alſo did that relating 
to the intricate buſineſs of Platoniſm. 


I am 


P R E FT A c K. 4 An 
P 1 am well ahare that W, Büt 1 Dave Ie 
as vanced on this ſubjeRt will give my ene? 


ft mies freſh occaſion” for” ratfitly a clamour 
1 againſt me. But they cannot, with this 


. new provocation, add to whit they have 
ar already laid of me. If they tax ine with 
Pt mean artifice, baſe difingenuity, grols ig- - 
norance, and the moſt wilful perverfion 
4 of the authors I quote, there will be 
% nothing new in it. My ears are now ac- 
102 cuſtomed to theſe charges, and callous to 
% them; ſo that I receive them as things of. 
of courſe. And though I, no doubt, wiſh to 
LE: ſtand better with my readers, oy to pa afs 
* for a fair and earneſt, though fearleſs en- 
7 quirer after truth (becauſe I believe myſelf | 5 
. to be ſo) it is, from habit, no great pain to 
1 me to be conſidered in a different light. 
f I To my enemies, therefore, who have already 
| 1 calumniated me ſo groſsly, I make no apo- 
iy logy, and of them I aſk no favour. 1 Would 


ſue in vain if I did. 


The only article for which 1 acknow-⸗ 
ledge wylelf : an advocate in this work, is 
b 2 the 


m 3 14 . © 
the truth a d anti u * he roper Gab. | 
rr done in. - 0 9 e Og 

tian and A ian nhyp G 


atheſc 5. And even with 
e IH 5 
Ae B98 e 5 xj 
Hops tram te. 0 Hal oe 5 
6 the minds any bein . 
Fn ly in 125 e the © LA: ptoi&n 
4þ at. I contegd . for, in Cont eque ce orte 
early prejudices in FRF. of a nifferbnt üg; 
prejudices which have been confirmed” 


C in thinking, and converſation, 
q He Teh Mr 4032 ect to make Uny Im- 


oe ſe ou ME veidcetlid 8, b 
'My, ch if © e Mee flow He" Ang. 

9nd, rom pot AS te i Hg Hole 
(if le ol trut h 35 1 as other valuable pit. 

"bo ſes, t at man, 1 1 Mortal; and that wWhlle 
the Bom continues, the In diviOIE ou 
the | age. For otherwiſe the Whole ſpeeres 


would ſoon N at its marſimüm in A1 


ae as individuals now do. 
ani 28% as oni ® 
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ms on ate Ls 19,3 great mea- 
fore; as I Was well. apprized,” uo naw 
b ground. 
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ö Feiern wrote vpop fte c 

% what he has 6 pee ono, bort and 
very Imperfect, W. Sh hat vicker ad 0 

a enden he Bull, who bade 

been fil, his, Wenke; but 1 Tujped' Yat' he 

was not maſter of all the ute that thiy 


be. procured from. 2, caref ful reading ing of 5 . 
cient Writers, and a comparion on of the —_— 1 
| circumſtances. to be,. collected rod 


118 '(00} tHeth'd, 


rob won elsnhivibni - 5 
* Since this was written, I bars had | part At Ye 


count of this 7 rom a learned foreign correſpondent, 
and VS ht edntribätöd eu hlignten my adgretiat not 
"having ben * I. doeh nor appeꝶ to 


barvorg b 3 me, 


Xii P R E F AGE. - | 
And it certainly requires no ſmall degree 
of patience, as well as judgment and ſaga- 
city, to trace the real ſtate; of the uni- 
tarian chriſtians in early times, from the 
writings. of their enemies only. For, all 
their own writings ate either groſsly inter- 
polated, or have periſhed, except the Ce- 
mentines. But a candid reader will make 
allowance for this great diſadvantage, which. 
as the hiſtorian of the unitarians, I have 
laboured under. Who is there that will pre- 
tend to collect from the Roman hiſtorians 
only, a complete account of the affairs of 
the Carthaginians, the maxims of their 
conduct, and the motives of their public 
tranſactions, eſpecially in relation to thoſe 
things with reſpect to vir od, 
| e OAH mutually accuſed each other. 


* 
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4 As to the learped choke of the, ut 
age (excepting the Athanaſians) they were 


me, that either Mr. Zuicker, or any of the Poliſh So- 
cinians, were ſufficiently acquainted with Fhriffiah « anti 
quity. . 
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PREFACE will 
altmoſt al! Arians, fuch as De! Whitby, Dr. 
Clarke, Mr. Whiſton, Mr. fackſon; Mr. 
Pierce, &c. In theit time, it was à great 
ching to prove that the opinion of the 
perfect equality of the Son to the Father, 
in all divine perfections, was not the doe. 
trine of the early ages. Thoſe writers 
could nôt, indeed, help pefteiving traces 
of the doctrine of the ſimple humanity' of 
Chriſt; but taking it for granted that this 
was an opinion concerning him as much too 
low, as that of the Athanafians was too high, 
and there being no diſtinguiſned advocates 
for the proper unitarian doctrine in their 
time} they did not give ſufficient attention 
to the circumſtances relating to it. Theſe 
circumſtances it has been my buſineſs to 
collect, and to compare; and, fituated as 
I am, it may be depended upon, that I 


have done it with all the cba 
of which I am capable. 


My authorities from original writers will 
perhaps be thought too full; but I ima- 
gined that an error on this ſide would be 

b 4 the 
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fowplaces; uthefſamei reftrences have been 


rogra tei and im pid vi through ihad vrt. 
encs..hnneoefiarily;las they! occurragain,cpu 


hre / they owere more Wanted Bur 


Ado cnot think» that) befides>theſeyithers ave 
ware than chtde cn out ropetitions of rev 
ferences: ib>thetwholey wort. It dil hafte 
Husntiy / be: found that:anovetis contained 


iithęo reſrrunced than in th g text; hut 


This Wille: gratify: )ſamern perſons who may 
Wiſh:ot0i/) ſed [c3nnowhat ( manner? chriſtiah 


wiriters of ſo eatiy a period expreſſedutheris. 
ſelves | on thetofabjdits: of this >wotknef. - 


pecially as but few of my readers will 
have pan opportunity of ſering man of 
#he originals.“ If, ſome of my quota 
tipns ſhould excite a ſmile, I hope thy 
Hill nat be diſpleaſed. In whatever: light 


Auch. paſſages may appear to them, they 
WY be aſſur ed that they were! Written 


with; great ſeriouſneſs; and this will von- 
tribute 30 cheir forming a mord perfoct 
| idea of the charactet andb manner ofi:thit 


Jaſs of writers. £13 aoiniqo 181121118 us D 
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Mya blaſſioab reer muſt nat cxpedt elle 
moſt orrectoſſtyleoi inne dauthuru quit 
whom di ſtalibbting him acquaintddy eſpe: 
ejally:fome:-o6 thoſe hei Lating | 
and the Greek worters: aboyndiwith! paſſages 
whichcithelableſtioritics kuvendt been ablb 
to: rẽſtoteoiiInqtheſe cdaſes Shivegeneraldy 
gien that | readingy whichy the:editorachave 
preferred, and ſomatiuiea chatd whicks I 
have thought theiſenfelabfoluteliprequired, 
However the i (Which; is [at that l 
have to do with) is! generally! ſuſficicahtiy 
obvious, When the: graminatical \conftrge. 
tion ofothe rds is the moſt di ffirultꝰ vA 
li er9bs91 ym 10. wot 1ud 28 yilzaag, 
Laden ſometimes of great eonſequetet 
woc diſtinguiſh between the gie A 
che pri works! of the "Fathers! With 
reſpect to this; I have 'qnoſtly RW 
Cave. n Rut, in general, M is ſufßeftnt fr 

my purpoſe, if the books" I quste Were 
written within the period to Whith the 
ſuppaſed writers chelong; (becauſe fly that 
Ilamo concetnedb with; is the etiſtence of | 
any particular opinion in the age tö Wllich | 
vi/ 1 | I refer 


N 
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I refer it; ſo that, in many caſes, a miſtake 
of this kind will not affect my obſeck. 
Some will think that I have done wrong 
in aſcribing the Philgphumena to Origen; 
and in quoting the treatiſe againſt Noetus, 
as if it Was te work of Hippolytus, though 
in this Beauſobre has done the ſame before 
me. But the former 1 really think bears the 
marks of an age as early as that of Origen, 
and the latter I have not quoted for any pur- 
poſe in which either the ary or the cn 
* thee work, is — 1 


I muſt alſo es my readers of an- 
other circumſtance relatin g to my references, 
which is, that they will often find evidence 
as ſtrongly in favour of any particuiar pro- 
pofition under ſome other head; as that 
which they will ſee in the place where 
they will moſt naturally look for it. But 
having, as I imagined, a ſuperfluity of evi- 
dence for every thing that I have ad- 
vanced, rather than tire the reader with'a 
multiplicity of quotations of one kind, 
in on one place, 1 contrived to intro- 

duce 
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duce; ſerena of them under other, heads, 

to which, they likewiſe bore ;, a; relation, 
As to, thoſe perſons, , therefore, ho arg 
not ſatisſied with. what I judge to be ſuffi. 
cient evidence, on any, article, 1 would 
wiſh, them to ſuſpend their judgment till 
they have peruſed, the whole, work; as it 
is very poſſible that they may be more 
ſtruck with thoſe authorities whirg they 
"ll find in, ſome other place. 
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To tive as OS perſpicutty as. I Poſfibiñ 
could to ſo complex a ſubject, I have given 
particular attention to the arrangement of 
this work. For this purpoſe. I have made 
many diviſions and ſub- diviſions in it. On 
this account it was not eaſy to prevent 
the occurrence of the ſame conſiderati 
in different places, and I took the leſs, 


care to avoid it, becauſe the views of, 


things that are repeated are of particular: 
importance, though never that I know of, 
exhibited before, ſo that I wiſhed to im- 
preſs them on che mind of the reader. 


Before 


Tg \ 
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| Beford'1 Gbſe this prefadd 1 Guſt hp. 


prize my readers, that I have introduced 
into this work, *veiy thing of which 1 


could 
lications'1 
informed them that 1 ſhould do. They 


have, therefore, before them all that I have 
been able to bring together, as materials 
from which to form their own judgment. 


And having done my duty with reſpect to 


them, let them do the ſame with reſpe@ to 


truth, and to tbemſelvet. 
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— 1 bid. line 10. for hold, read held 

—— 289. line 2. for may, read may be 

—— 3ob. line 5. for know, read receive 
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* THEN we inquire into the doctrine 
cerning any ſubject, and particular paſſages 
are alledged in favour of different opinions, 
we ſhauld chiefſy conſidet what is the ge 
neral tenor of the whole work with reſpect 
to it, or what. impreſſion the firſt careful 
peruſal of it would probably make upon an 
impartial reader. This is not difficult to 
Vox. I. B diſtinguiſh. 


2 Ae againf the | 


diſtinguiſh. For, in works of any conſi- 
derable extent, the leading doctrines, an 
particularly thoſe which it was the particu- 
lar deſign of the writers to inculcate, will 
occur frequently, and they will often be 
illuſtrated, and enforced by à variety of 
arguments; ſo that thoſe things only wall 
be dubious, the mention of which occurs 
but ſeldom, or which are not expreſsly 


aſſerted, but only inferred from particular 
expreſſions. But by attending only to ſome 


particular expreſſions, and neglecting, or 


wholly overlooking others, the ſtrangeſt 
and moſt unaceountable opinions may be 


aſcribed to writers. Nay, without conſi- 
dering the relation that particular expreſ- 
ſions bear to others, and to the tenor of the 
whole work, ſentiments the very reverſe of 


thoſe which the writers meant to inculcate | 


may be aſcribed to them. 

If, from previous inſtruction, and early 
habits, we find it difficult-to aſcertain the 
real meaning and deſign of a writer in this 
way, we ſhall find much affiſtance by con- 
ſidering in what ſenſe he was actually un- 


derſtood 15 thoſe perſons for whoſe uſe he 


: oy wrote, 


Ee? 
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Diuinity or Pre-exiftence of Chriſt. 3 
wrote, and who mult have been the beſt ac- 
quainted with his language. For if a writer 
expreſſes himſelf with tolerable clearneſs, 
and really means to be underſtood (being 

well acquainted with the perſons into whoſe 
hands his work will come) he cannot fail 
to be fo, with ine 0 to er thing of 
conſequence. | 

If we with to know eib Homer, for 
inſtance; entertained the opinion of there 
being more Gads than one, we need only read 
his poems, and no doubt will remain con- 
cerning it; the mention of Jupiter, Juno, 
Mars, &c. and the part they took in the 
fiege of Troy, occurring perpetually, If any 
difficulty ſhould ſtill remain, we muſt then 
conſider: what were the' opinions, and what 
was the practice of the Greeks, who read 
and approved his poems. In this way we 
ſhall ſoon ſatisfy ourſelyes, that Homer 
held the doQrine of 4 multiplicity of Gods, 
and that he, and the Greeks in map 
were what we call idolaters, | 

In like manner, an impartial ori may 
call y ſatisfy himſelf, that the writers of 
* books of ſcripture held the doctrine of 
B 2 one 


i x 


3 . ws fac evident from its being ſaid immediately ' 
\ T's - ,-— after; in the fingular number, v. 27. God 
F 


| uf go down, and there confound their lan- 
1 © guage; but we figd, in the very next verſe, | 
that it was one ing ward who Lug 


— my 


4 + Arguments aui the 


one God, and that they were underſtood to 
do fo by thoſe perſons for whoſe uſe the 


A were written. . 


If we conſult Moſes's account of * | 
creation, we ſhall find that he makes no 


mention of more than one God, Who made 


the heavens and the earth, who ſupplied 


dhe carth with plants and animals, and who 


alſo formed man. The plural number, in- 


deed, is made uſe of when God is repre- . 


ſented as ſaying, Gen. i. 26. Let us make 


man; but that this is mere phraſeclogy, is 


e 2 created nan in bis own image, ſo that the 
| creator was ftill one being. Allo, in the ac 
cdunt of the building of the tower of 


— 


Babel, we read, Gen xi. 7, that God ſaid let 


effected tis... 
In all the intercourſe of God with A 
Noah, and the other partriarchs, no men- 


tion is made of more than one being who 
addreſſed them under that character. The - 


name 


Divinity or Pre-exiſtence of Cbriſi.- 3 
name by which he is diſtinguiſhed is 26 
times Jehovah, and at other times be God 


of Abrabam, &c. but no doubt can be en- 


tertained, that this. was the ſame being who 


is firſt mentioned under the general title of 


God, and to whom the making of the hea- 
vens and the earth is aſcribed. | 


Frequent mention is made in the ſcrip- 


tures of ange/s, who ſometimes ſpeak in the 
name of God, but then they are always re- 
preſented as the creatures and the ſervants 
of God. It is even doubtful whether, in 
ſome caſes, what are called angels, and had” 
the form of men, who eyen walked, and 
ſpake, &c. like men, were any thing more 
than temporary appearances,” and no per- 
manent beings ; the mere organs of the 
deity, uſed for the purpoſe of making him- 
ſelf known and underſtood by his creatures. 


On no account, however, can theſe angels 
be conſidered as. Gods, rivals of the ſupreme 


being, or of the ſame rank with 8 
The moſt expreſs declarations, concern- 


ing the unity of God, and of the importance; 


of the belief of it, are frequent in the Old 


Teſtament. The firſt commandment is, 
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Ex. Xx. 3. Thou ſhalt have no other Gods be- 


| fore me. This is repeated in the moſt em- 


phatical manner, Deut. vi. 4. Hear, O I 
rael, the Lord thy God it one Lord. 1 have 
ho occaſion to repeat what oceufs on this 


ſubject in the later prophets. It appears, 
indeed, to have been the great object of the 
religion of the Jews, and of their being 


diſtinguiſhed from other nations by the ſu- 


perior preſence and ſuperintendence of God, 


to preſerve among them the knowledge of 
the divine unity, while the reſt of the 


world were falling into idolatry: And by 


means of this nation, and the diſcipline 
which it underwent, that great doctrine was 
effectually preſerved among men, nd « con- 
tinues to be ſo to this day. 

Had there been any diſtinction of ber fats 
in the divine nature, ſuch as the doctrine 
of the trinity ſappoſes, it is at leaſt fo lle 


an infringement of the fundamental doc- 


trine of the Fewiſh religion, that it certainly 


required to be explained, and the obvious: 


inference from it to be guarded againſt. 
Had the eternal Father had a Son, and alſo a 
Spirit, each of . equal in power and 


1 glory 
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Divinity or Pre-exiftence of Chrift. . 5 
glory to himſelf, thongh there ſhould have 
been a ſenſe in which each of them was 
truly God, and yet there was, © properly 
ſpeaking, only one God; at leaft the more 
obvious inference would have been, that if 
each of the three perſons was properly God, 
they would all together make three Gods. 
Since, therefore, nothing of this kind is 
ſaid in the Old Teſtament, as the objeQion 
is never made, nor anſwered, it is evident 


that the idea had not then occurred. No | 


expreſſion, or appearance, had at that time 
even ſuggeſted the difficulty. 

If we guide ourſelves by the fenſe in 
which the Jews underſtood their own ſacred 
books, we cannot but conclude that they 
contained no ſuch doctrine as that of the 
chriſtian trinity. For it does not appear 
that any Jew, of ancient or modern times, 
ever deduced ſuch a doctrine from them. 
The Jews always interpreted their ſcrip- 
tures as teaching that God is fimply one, 
without diſtinction of perſons, and that the 
ſame being who made the world, did alſo 
{peak to the patriarchs and the prophets, 

> 16 - without 


_ * 1 * - - EE OA 
n 3 p G "4 ms, - — pe 3 : NY IL "= 
. C MO Meg - 5 3 — ., — - 2 — - = I*_ 2. 00 
4s te 4 2 LAY by ns; 5 — * ＋ = 
_ - 4 
0 1 9 - 7 

5 7% a * 2 


N 
— © n wb 
: 
7 - 
* 
; 


ad 


: 


Ai cum, 5 7 be 


NN the. intervention of * other « being 


| beſides angels; - 

. "Chriſtians have nated that: the Mel 
” Hat- was to be the ſecond perſon in the 
- vine trinity; but the Jews themſelves, 
I. as were their expectations from the 
Mieſſiah, never ſuppoſed any ſuch thing. 


And if we conſider the prophecies bon- : 


__ cerning - this. great perſonage, we ſhall be 
Sue that they could not nr barg 


5 chat bande. | The Meſſiah is „ 


188 be announced to our fieſt parents under 


the title of che ſeed of the woman, Gen. iii. 
. But the phraſe born of woman, which is 
of che ſame import, is always in ſcripture 


©} ſynonymous to man. Job ſays, ch. xiv. 1. 


Man, that is born of a a woman, 10 of few days . 
and full of trouble; and again, ch. 25. 4, 
3 How can be be clean that i is born of a n 


God promiſed to Abraham, Gen. xii. 3. 


"Fi "Ws in his. ſeed all the families of, tl the earth 
"3 ſhould be bleſſed. This, if it relate to the 
88 Mefliah at all, can give us no. other idea 
5. Ot that one of ol or Peri. tbould. 

| be 
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be the means of conferring great dlefſings 
on mankind. What elſe, alſo, could be 
ſuggeſted by the deſcription which Moſes 
is ſuppoſed to give of the Meſſſah, when 
he ſaid, Deut. xviii. 18. 7 will. raiſt them 
up 4 Prophet, from among their breubren, 
like unto thee, and will put my wordt in hit 
mouth, and be | ſhall ſpeak unto them all that 
1 foall command: him? Here is nothing like 
a ſecond; perſon- in the trinity, a; perſon 
5 to the Father, but a mere prophet, 
delivering in the name of God, whatever he 
is ordered ſo to do. By Iſaiah, who writes 
more diſtinctly concerning. the Meſſiah oh 
any of the preceding prophets, his ſufferings 
and death are mentioned, ch.liii.. Daniel 
alſa ſpeaks of him as to be cut off, ch. ix. 26. 
But . ſurely theſe are characters of. a_ man, 
and. not thoſe. of a God. Accordingly, it 
appears, in the hiſtory of our Saviour, that 
the Jews of his time expected that their 
Meſſiah would be a prince and a conguerors 
like David, from whom he was to Narr 
ſcended. 
In the New Teſtament. we © find the ame 
dodrine concerning God that we do in the 


Old. 


0 


10 Arguments againſt the © 
Old- To the ſcribe who inquired which 
was the firſt and the greateſt commandment, 
our Saviour anſwered, Mark xii. 29. The 
firſt of all the commandments is, Hear, O 
Iſrael, the Lord our God is one Lord, &c. 
and the ſcribe anſwered to him, Well, Maf- 
ter, thou haſt faid the truth; for there is _ 
God, and there is none other but he, &c. 
Chriſt himſelf always prayed to this one 
| God, as his God and Father. He alwayͤs 
ſpake of himſelf as receiving his doctrine 
and his power from him, and again and 
again diſclaimed having any power of his 
own, John v. 19. Then anſwered Feſus and 
aid unto them, Verily, verily, I ſay unto you, 
the Son can do nothing of himſelf. Ch. xiv. 10. 
The wordt which I ſpeak unto you, I ſpeak not 
of myſelf, but the Father that divelleth in me, 
he doth the works. Ch. xx. 17. Go to my. 
brethren, and ſay unto them, I aſcend unto my 
Father, and your Father, and unto my God 
and your God. It cannot, ſurely, be G 
that uſes ſuch language as this. 

The apoſtles, to the lateſt period of their 
writings, ſpeak the ſame language; repre-: 
ſenting the Father as the only true God, 
and 
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and Chriſt as a man, the ſetvant of God, 
who raiſed him from the dead, and gave 
him all the power of which he is poſſeſſed, 
as a reward of his obedience, Act ii. 22. 
Peter ſays, Ye men of Iſrael, hear theſe words, 


Jeſus of GI. © man approved of Gol 


among you, by miraclet, and wonders, and figns, 
which God did by him, &c. whom God has 
raiſed up. Paul alſo ſays, 1 Tim. ii. v. 
There ts one God, and one mediator between 
God and men, the man Chrift Jeſus. Heb. 


ii. 9. We ſee Jeſus, who was made a little , 


lawer than the angels, i. e. who was a man, 


for the ſuffering of death, crowned with glory 
and honour, &c.- For it became bim for whom 


are all things, and by whom are all things, in 


bringing many ſons * unto glory, to make the 
captain of their ſalvation perfect through fi f. 


ferings. | 

Such, I will venture to ſay, is the ge- 
neral tenor of the ſcriptures, both of the 
Old and the New Teſtament; and the 


paſſages that even ſeem to ſpeak, or that can 


by any forced conſtruction be made to ſpeak, 
a different language, are comparatively few. 
It will alfo be ſeen, in the courſe. of this 

| bitory, 


: 
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hiſtory, that the common people, for whoſe 


uſe the books of the New Teſiament were 
Written, ſaw nothing i in them of the doe- 
trines of the pre · exiſtence or divinity of 
Chriſt, which many perſons of this day are 
ſo confident that they ſee in them, For 


the right underſtanding of theſe particular 


texts, I muſt refer my readers to the writ. 


ings of Mr. Lindſey, and to a ſmall tract 


which I publiſhed, entitled, Lluſtrations of v5 
particular paſſages of Scripture. 


Why was not the doctrine of the irinich 


| taught as explicitly, and in as definite a 


manner .in the New Teſtament at leaſt, as 
the doctrine of the divine unity is taught in 
both the Old and New Teſtaments, if it 
be a truth? And why is the doctrine of 
the unity always delivered in fo unguarded 
a manner, and without any exception made 
in favour of a, trinity, to prevent any 


miſtake with reſpect to it, as is always no 


done in our orthodox catechiſms, creeds, 
and diſcourſes on the ſubject? For it can- 
not be denied but that the doctrine of the 
trinity looks ſo like an infringement of that 


pf the unity (on which the greateſt poſſible 
ſtreſs 
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Divinity or Pre-exiftence of Chrift, 13 
ſtreſs is always laid in the ſeriptures) that 
it required to be at leaſt hinted at, if not 
well defined and explained, when the di- 
vine unity was ſpoken of. Divines are 
content, however, to build ſo ſtrange and 
| inexplicable a doctrine as that of the tri- 
nity upon mere inferences from caſual ex- 
preſſions, and cannot pretend to one clear, 
expreſs, and 1 regs wang on the ſub- 
ject. | f 
There are many, very many, PIES of 


ſcripture, Which inculcate the doQtine 


of the divine unity in the cleareſt and 
ſtrongeſt manner. Let one ſuch paſſage be 
produced in favour. of the trinity. And 
why ſhould we believe things ſo myſterious 
without the cleareſt and moſt co is evi⸗ 
dence.” ö f | 
There is alſo another confideration which 
I would recommend to thoſe who main- 
tain that Chriſt is either God, or the 

maker of the world under God. It is this: 
The manner in which our Lord ſpeaks of 
himſelf, and of the power by which he 
worked miracles, is inconſiſtent, according 
to the”« common conſtruQion of language, 
with 


— 
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with the idea of his being poſſeſſed of any 


proper power of his own, more e than ny 
men have, | 


If Chriſt was the maker of 4 wal | 


and if, in the creation of it, he exerted no 
power but what properly belonged, to bim- 
b J, and what was as much bis own, as the 
power of ſpeaking, or walking belon gs to 
man (though depending ultimately upon 


that ſupreme power, in which we all live, 
and move, and have our being) he could 


not, with any propriety, and without knows 


ing that he muſt be miſunderſtood, have 
ſaid that of bimſelf be could do nothing, that 


the words which he ſpake were not bis own, 
and that the Father within him did the works, 
For if any. ordinary man, doing what other 
men uſually do, ſhould apply this language 
to himſelf, and ſay that it was not be that 
ſpake or ated, but God who ſpake and 
ated by him, and that otherwiſe he was 


not capable of ſo ſpeaking or acting at all, 
we ſhould not ſcruple to ſay that his lan- 
guage was either ſophiſtical, or elſe down-+ 


right falſe or blaſphemous. 


If 
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Divinity or Pre-exiflence of Chriſt. 15 
If this, concluſion would be juſt upon 
the ſuppoſition that Chriſt had created all 
things, and worked miracles by a power 
properly his own, though derived ultimately 
from God, much more force has it on the 
ſuppoſition ' of his working miracles by a 
power not derived from any being what- 
ever, but as much originally in himſelf, as 
the power of the Father. | 

It would alſo be a ſhocking A of 
language, and would warrant any kind of 
deception and impoſition, if Chriſt could 
de ſuppoſed to ſay, that bis Father was 
greater than he, and yet ſecretly mean his 
buman nature only, while his divine na- 
ture was at the ſame time, fully equal to 
that of the Father. On the fame prin- 
ciple a man might ſay, that Chriſt never 
ſuffered, that he never died, or roſe again 
from the dead, meaning his divine nature 
only, and not his human. Indeed, there 
is no uſe in language, nor any guard againſt 
deception, if ſuch liberties as theſe are to 
be allowed. 

There is ſomething ls ak Hot 
to be accounted for in the conduct of ſeve- 

| ral 
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- ral of the evangeliſts, indeed 8 a of: 
them, on the ſuppoſition of their having 
bhaueldd any ſuch doctrines as thoſe of the di- 
ialty or pre- exiſtence of Chriſt. Each of 1 
ttzhe goſpels was certainly intended to be a 
ſlufficient inſtruction in the fundamental 


principles of | chriſtianity,” But there 1s 
nothing that can be called an account of. 
. the divine, or even the ſuper- angelic has, 

 _ ture of Chriſt in the goſpels of Matthew, 

Mark, or Luke; and allowing that there 

1 may be ſome colour for it in the introduce... 

: tion to the goſpet of John, it is remarkable 

that there are many paſſages in his goſpel 
Wich are e in Went at . n 
hutnanit y, 2100 
Now den a end not e 
that either the Jews or the Gentiles, for 
whoſe uſe their goſpels were written; would 
not ſtand in need of information on a ſub- 
jJeꝗct of ſo. much importance, Which was 

ſio very remote from he apprehenſions of 

| them both, and which would at, the ſame 

time have ſo effectually covered the .res 

| proach of the croſs, which was continually 
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Divinity or Pre- exiſtence of Chriſt. 17 

the doctrines of the divinity, or pre- exiſt- 
ence of Chriſt be true, they are no doubt 

in the higheſt degree important and in- 

tereſting ; Since, therefore, theſe evangeliſts 
give no certain and diſtinct account of them, 
and ſay nothing at all of their importanct, it 

may be ſufely inferred that they v were un- | 

known to them. 
I would farther recommend it to 1 
conſideration of my readers, how the apoſtles 
could continue to call Chriſt a man, as they 
always do, both in the book of Acts, and in 
their epiſtles, after they had diſcovered him 
to be either God, or a ſuper-angelic being, 
the maker of the world under God. After 
this, it muſt have been highly degrading, 
unnatufal, and improper, notwithſtanding 
his appearance in human form. Cuſtom 
will. reconcile us to ſtrange conceptions of 
things, and very uncouth modes of ſpeech ; 
but let us take up the matter ab initio, and 
put ourſelves in the place of the apoſtles 
and firſt diſciples of Chriſt. F190 

They certaifily ſaw and converſed with 

him at firſt on the ſuppoſition of his being a 


man as much as themſelves. Of this there 
Vos. 1. > x: can 
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can ba. no. doubt. Their ſurprize, W 
fore, upon being informed that he was not 
a man, but really God; ar even the maker 
of the world under God, would be juſt as 
great as ours would now be on difforering 

- that any of our acquaintance, or at leaſt a 

vety good man and a prophet, was in reality 
God, or the maker of the world. Let us 
conſider then, how we ſhould feel, how We 
ſhould behave towards ſuch a perſon, and 

how we ſhould ſpeak of him — 
No one, I am confident, would ever 
any perſon @ man, after he was convinced 
he was either God, or an angel. He would 
always ſpeak of him in a manner ſuitable "D 
his proper rank. 4 
Suppoſe that any two men of our ac» 
quaintance, ſhould appear, on examination, 
to be the angels Michael. and Gabriel; 
ſhould we ever after this call them men 
Certainly not. We ſhould naturally fay to . 
our friends “ thoſe two perſons whom we 
* took to be men, are not men, but angels 
in difguiſe.” This language would be 
natural. Had Chriſt, therefore, been any ſu 
thing more * man before he came into 
1 


4 
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. 
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the world, and eſpecially had he been either 
God, or the maker of the world,” he never 
could have beet, or have been conſidered 


as being; a man, While he was in it; for 


» he could not Meſt himſelf of his wo en 
and proper nature. However diſguiſed, he 
would always in fact haye been whatever he 
had been before, and would have been fo 
| filed by all who truly knew him. | 
Leaſt of all would Chriſt-have been con- 

ſidered d a man in reaſoning, and argu- 
vo enen, though his external appearance 
mould have ſo far put men off their guard, 
as to have led them to give him that appel- 
lation. Had the apoſtle Paul conſidered 
Chriſt as being any thing more than a man, 
with reſpect to his nature, he could never 
have urged with the leaſt propriety or effect, 
that, as by man came death, ſo by man came 
alſo the reſurrection of the dead. For it 
might have been unanſwerably replied, This 
1s not the caſe; for indeed, by man comes 
death, but not by man, but by God, or the 
creator of man, under God, comes the re- 
ſurreQion o the dead. 

ad of Ek — 
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It muſt irike every perſon who gives the 
leaſt attention to the phraſeology of the 
New Teſtament, that the terms Cbhriſt and 
God, are perpetually uſedin oontradiſtinction 
to each other, as much 2 God and man; 
and if we attend ever ſo little to the theory 
of language, and the natural uſe of words, 
we ſhall be ſatisfied that this would not have 
been the caſe, if the former could have been 
predicated of the latter, chat is, 1 24 Chtiſt | 
had been Gd. 

We fay the prince and 1h ling. 
the prince is not à king. If he had, wel 
ſhould have had recourſe to ſome other 
diſtinction, as that of greater and leſs, ſeniors 
and junior, father and. ſon, &c. When there= 
fore the apoſtle Paul ſaid, that the chureh 
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at Corinth was Chriſt's, and that Chriff was by 
God's (and that manner of diſtinguiſhing ar 
them is perpetual in the New Teſtament) tt 
it is evident, that he could have no idea of be 
Chriſt being God, in any N ſenſe of th 
the world. - 
In like manner, cim Rank: ou ” fr 
ing ( Chr: Y the ſeeptre 9 the _— of Ged, r 
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ſufficiently proves that, in his idea, the 
ſceptre was one thing, and the God whoſe | 
ſceptre it was, another. This, I ſay, muſt 
have been the caſe when-this language was 
firſt adopted, though when s are 
once formed, we ſee, by à variety of expe. 

rience, that any language may be aecommo- 
dated to them. But an attention to chis 
circumſtance will, I doubt not, contribute, 
with perſons of real diſcernment; to by. 
us back to the original uſe of the words, 
and to the ideas originally annexed CS 
I am perſuaded that even now, the conſtant 
| uſe of theſe terms Cbriſt and God, as op. 
poſed to each other, has a great effect in 
preventing thoſe of the common. people 
Who read the New Teſtament more than 
books of controvetſy, from being habitually 
and practically trinitarians. There will, by 
this means, abe a much greater difference 9 
between God and Oris in cheif hindi, than 3 
they find in their creeds, F 
All theſe. things duly conſidered, viz. the 


. frequent and earneſt inculcating of the doc- 
trine of the divine unity, without any limi- 

one xception „or ex planation, by way 
: C3 of 


* 


„ ok „ 
of caving to the doctrine of the trinity; ths' 
manner in which Chriſt always ſpake of 
himſelf, and that in which the apoſtles and 
evangeliſts ſpake of him; the conduct of 

the three former evangeliſts, i in ſaying no- 
thing that can be conſtrued into a declara« 

tion of his divinity or pre- exiſtence; and 
the term God being always uſed in contra- 
diſtinction to Chryf,, no reaſonable doubt 
can remain of the general tenor of Scripture \ - 
being. in favour of the doctrine of the di- 
vine unity, in oppoſition to that of the 
trinity, and even to that of the rea, 
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SECTION. II. 


An Argument for the late Origin fs He Da 
trines of the Divinity and Pre-exiftence of 
Chrift, from the Difficulty of tracing the 
_ Ti me ws which they _—_ firft divulged, 6 


; Hi G ſhewnichar the general tenor 
of the ſcriptures, and ſeveral conſidera. 
tions obviouſly deducible from them are 
highly unfavourable to the doctrine of the 
trinity, or to thoſe of tbe divinity or pre- 
exiſtence of Chrift, 1 ſhall proceed to urge 
another conſideration, which has been little 
attended to, but which ſeems to conclude 
very ſtrongly againſt either of theſe doc- 
trines having been known in the- time of 
the apoſtles, and therefore againſt their be- 
ing the doctrine of the {criptureqs a 
As the Jews expected that thi | 
would be a mere man, and even be born as 
et men are, the doctrine of his having 
had any exiſtence, gr ſphere of action, be- 
ſore va" into - warld (as that of his 
* Ay having 
*. 
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having been the maker of the world, the 
giver of the law, and the medium of all the 
divine communications to the patriarchs, and 
eſpecially the doctrine of his being equal 
to God the Father himſelf ) muſt have been 
quite new and extraordinary doctrines; and, 
therefore, muſt have been received as ſach, 
whenever they were firſt divulged. Like 
all other new and extraordinary doctrines, 
they muſt- have been farſt heard with great 
ſurprize, and they would probably be re- 
ceived with ſome doubt and hgftatian. The 
preaching of ſuch doctrines could not but 
excite much ſpeculation and debate, and they 
would certainly be much exclaimed againſt, 
and would be urged as a moſt ſerious ob- 
jection to chriſtianity, by thoſe who did 
not become chriſtians. Theſe have always 
been the conſequences of the promulga- 
tion of new and extraordinary opinions, the 
minds of men not having been previouſly 
prepared to receive them. Let us now ſee 
whether we can perceive any of theſe na- 
tural marks of the teaching of doctrines {a+ 


new. and extraordinary within 0 com 
of the goſpel 80 FM of | 
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It cannot be faid that John the Baptiſt 
preached any ſuch doctrine; and when the 
apoſtles firſt attached themſelves to Jeſus, 
it is evident they only conſidered. him as 
being ſuch a Meffiah as the reſt of the 
Jews expected, viz. a man, and a king. 
When Nathanael was introduced to him it 
was evidently in that light, John i. 45. 
Philip findeth Nathanael and ſaith unto bim, 
we have found him of avbom Moſes in the 
law and the prophets did write, Jeſus of Na« 
zareth, the Son of Joſeph. He, had then, 
we may ſuppoſe, er of mu | 
culous conception. | 
That Jeſus was even the Me fab, was 
divulged with the greateſt caution; both to 
the apoſtles and to the-body of the Jews. 
For a long time our Lord ſaid nothing ex- 
plicit on this ſubject, but left his diſciples, 
as well as the Jews at large, to judge of 
him from what they ſaw. In this manner 
only, he replied to the meſſengers _-_ your 
the Baptiſt ſent to himy” "© to 
If the highSprieft expreſſed his n 
by rending his cleaths, on Jeſus avowing 
himſelß to be the Mefliab,- what would he 


have 


1 26 e de 
bave * if he had heard or made. the 
he had made any higher pretenſions ? And 


pired. When the people in general ſaw 
his miraculous works, they only woridered 


that God ſhould have given ſuch power 


| . -Fude ſary it, they marvelled, and glorified God, 
Who had given ſuch power unto men; and yet 


the cure of a paralytic perſon, by ſaying, 


it was conjectured, by ſome that he was 


the dead; but none of them imagined that. 
he was either the moſt high God himſelf, 


bad ſpokento'them by Moſes, as many now, 
1 , 3 4 eee to have been. N 


if he had made them, they muſt have tranſ- 


unto 4 man. Matt. ix. 8. #ben the multi, 


this was on the occaſion of his pronouncing * . 
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9 by fins be forgiven thee, which the Phariſees 
thought to be a blaſphemous preſumption. 
At the time that Herod heard of him, 


Elias, by others, that he was the propbet, 
and by ſome that he was John riſen from 


or the maker of the world under God. It 
was not ſo much as ſuppoſed by any perſon 
that Jeſus performed his mighty works b7 
= - any power of his an; ſo faryyere they 
RE, a from ſuſpecting that he was the God who 
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If be was: known to be a God at all be- 
fore his death, it could only have been re- 
vealed to his diſciples, perhaps the apoſtles, 
or only his chief confidents' among them, 
Peter, James, and John, - ſuppoſe on the 
mount of. transfiguration, though nothing 
is faid concerning it in the hiſtory of that 
tranſaction. Certainly what they ſaw in 
the garden of Gethſemane could not have 
led them to ſuſpect any ſuch thing. But 
if it had ever been known to Peter, can we. 
ſuppoſe that he could have denied him a8 
he did ? Beſides, as our Lord told the | 
apoſtles that there were many things Which 
he could not inform them of before his 
death, and that they ſhould know afterwards; 
this was a thing ſo vgry wonderful and 
unſuſpected, that if any articles of informa- 
tion were kept from them at that time, this 
muſt certaigly have been one of them. 

If it be ſuppoſed that Thomas was ac» 
quainted with this moſt extraordinary part 
of his maſtge's character, which led him. to | 
cry, My Lend. and in God, when he was-1 
convinced of his reſurrection, as he Was 

not one At three who had been entruſted. 


ry 4M | 
3 W it muſt have . was 
to all the fwwelve, and to Judas Iſcariot 
among the reſt. And ſuppoſe him to have 
known, and to have believed, that Jeſas 
was his God and maker, was it poffi ble 
for him, or for any man, to have formed a 
deliberate purpoſe to betray him (Peter, u 
may de ſaid, was taken by ſurprize, and was 
in perſonal danger) or if he had only heard 
of the pretenſion, and had not believed it, 
would he not have made ſome advantage 
of that impoſition, and have made the dif- 
covery of this, as'well as of every Git ety; 
that he knew to his prejudice ? 

If it be ſuppoſed that the &ivinity: of 

Chriſt was unknown to the apoſtles till the 
day of Pentecoſt ; beſides loſing the benefit 
of ſeveral arguments for this great doctrine, 
which are now carefully collected from the 4 
four evangeliſts, we haye no accgunt of any 
ſuch diſcovery having been made at that 
time, or at any ſubſequent” one. And of all 
other articles of illumination, of much leſs” | 
conſequence than this; we have diſtin& in- 
formation, and alſo of the —_ which 
they were oi by them This ig 
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particularly the caſe with reſpect to the ex- 
tenſion of the bleſſings öf the goſpel to 
uncircumciſed Gentiles: But what was 
this article to the knowledge of their maſ- 
ter, being the moſt high God, or * G 
, maker of the world under God? + © 
* It might have been expected, alſo, that the. 
information chat a perſon whom the apoſtles 
firſt converſed with as a man, was either 
God himſelf, or the maker of the world 
under God, ſhould have been received with 
ſome degree of doubt and befitation, by ſome 
or other of them ; eſpecially as they had 
been ſo very hard to be perſuaded: of the 
truth of his reſurrection, though they had 
been fo fully apprized of it before hand. 
And yet, in all the hiſtory of the apoſtles, 
there is the ſame profound ſilence concern- 
ing this circumſtance, and eyery other de- 
pending the whole ſcheme, as if no 
ſuch thing had ever had any exiſtence. 
If the doctrine of the divinity of Chriſt 
had been actually preached by the apoſtles, 
and the Jewiſh converts in general had 
adopted ĩt/ ĩt could not but have been well 
known to the unbelieving Jews. And would 


they, 
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they, who were at that time, and reread, 
ever ſince, ſo exceedingly zealous with re- 
"ſpect to the doctrine of the divine unity, 
not have taken the alarm, and have urged 
this objection to chriſtianity, as teaching, 
the belief of more Gods thari one in the 
apoſtolic age? And yet no trace of ang 
thing of this nature can be perceived in 
the whole hiſtory of the book of Acts, 
or any where elſe in the New Teſtament. ' 
As ſoon as ever the Jews bad any pretence 
for it, we find them ſufficiently quick and 
vehement in urging this their great objec- 
tion to chriſtianity. To anſwer the charge 
of holding two, or three: Gods, is a very © 
conſiderable article in the writings of ſeve- 
ral of the ancient chriſtian Fathers. Why; $ 
then, do we find nothing of this kind in 
the age of the apoſtles ? The only anſwer 
is, that then there was no oc for it, 
the doctrine of the divinity Chriſt not 
having been ſtarted. \ $4 
If we conſider the charge 4 5 ah 
vanced againſt Peter and John at the firſt 
promulgation of the goſpel, we ſhall find 
it amounts to nothing but their being diſ- 
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e of the people, by preaching in the F. 
name of Jeſus. What was the accuſation 
againſt Stephen (Acts vi. 13.) but his ſpeaks 
ing blaſphemous things againſt the temple and 
the lau? If we accompany the apoſtle Paul . 
in all his travels, and attend to his diſ- * 
2 with the Jews in their ſyhagogues, 
nd their perpetual and inveterate perſecu- 5 
tion of him, we ſhall find no trace of their 
to {much as ſuſpecting that he preached a 
new divintty, as the godhead of Chriſt muſt 
have. n and haps has nen to 


them. 

In] A. D. 58, paul telle the dts of the x 

* hi of Epheſus (Acts xx. 27,) that he 

had not ſhunned to declare unto them the 

4 whole counſel of God, © We may be confident, 
therefore, that if he had any ſuch doQrine - 

to diyulge, he muſt have taught it in the 

three y that he ſpent in that city, front. 
54 to 57 ; and as the unbelieving Jews were 
welle apprized of all his motions, / having, 
laid wait for him on this very Journey to 
Jeruſalem, they muſt have been informed 
of his having taught this doctrine, and 

would certainly have carried the news _ 
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. to. Jeruſalem, where many of them attended 
as well as he, at the enſuing feaſt of Pente- 
coſt. But if we attend Paul thither, where 
1 we have a very particular account of all the 
| proceedings againſt him, for the ſpace of 
two years, we ſhall find no trace of any 
thing of the kind. All their complaints 4 
' © againſt him fell far ſhort of this. * | 
What was the occaſion of the firſt cla- 
mour againſt him? was it not (Acts xxi. a8) 
that be taught all men, every where, againſt 
the people, and againſt the law, and againſt the 
temple, and that he had brought Greeks into 
7: * it? Is it not plain that they had no more 
| ſerious charges -againſt him? If we read 
his ſpeech. to the people, his defence . | 
Felix, and again beforè Agrippa, we ſhall 
find no trace of his having taught any doc 
trine ſo offenſive to the Jews as that of the 
diyinity of Chriſt muſt have been. Con- 
fidering the known prejudices, and the in- 
veteracy of the Jews, no reaſonables inan 
need deſiro any clearer proof than this, that 
neither Paul, nor any of the apoſtles, had 
ever taught the doctrine of the divinity of 
| Chriſt at that time; and this was ſo near je 
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_ the time of the wurs of the Jews, and the 
ditperfion of that people, that there was no 
opportunity of . it with _—_ af⸗ | 
terwards. 
Is it poſſible to give due attention to 
| theſe conſiderations, and not be' ſenſible, 
that the apoſtles had never been inſtructed 
in any ſuch doctrines as thoſe of the divi- 
nity or pre-exiſtence of Chriſt? If they 
had, as the doctrines were quite new, and 
muſt have appeared extraordinary, we ſhould 
certainly have been able to trace the time 
when they were communicated to them. 
They would naturally have expreſſed ſome 
ſurprize, if they had intimated. no doubt of 
the truth of the information. If they re- 
ccived them with unſhaken faith them- 
ſelves, they would have taught them to 
others; Who would not have received them 
ſo readily. They would have had the 
doubts of ſome to encounter, and the ob- 
jectiòns of others to anſwer. And yet, in all 
their hiſtory, and copious writings, we per- 
ceive no trace of their own ſurprize, or 
doubts, or of the d n or ob- 
jections of others. ; . 
Vos! IB» - Arians 
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as. Br Lu nol 1 
| 1 will think that the obſervations | 
in this ſection do not apply with much 
force, except to the doctrine of the pro- 
per divinity of Chrift, their own doctrine F 
of the pre-exiſtence of Chriſt, and of his 
having been the maker of the world un- 
der God, being familiar to their minds. a 
But they ſhould conſider that the Jews | 
in our Saviour's time had never heard of 
any ſuch being as they ſuppoſe Chriſt to 
bez; and therefore they would have received 
the account of it with perhaps. even more 
ſurprize than the doctrine of God himſelf, 
having made his appearance in human form. 
In the Old Teſtament there is no account 
of God having employed any ſuch being as 
_ Chriſt in the making 6f the world, and he 
ſpake to the patriarchs either by angels, or” 
| ſome temporary appearance, which may J 
ſometimes have been in the form of man. be 
It is really ſomething extraordinary, that 


t 
this opinion, that Chriſt was the medium A 
of all the divine communications to man- p 
kind under the Old Teſfament diſpenſation, w 


ſhould have been ſo readily received, and 
have ſpread 0 n. as it did among 
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* chriſtians, * when it not only has no coun- 
tenance from ſcripture, but is expreſſly con- 
tradicted by the author of the epiſtle to 
the Hebrews, in Heb. i. 1. God who of 
ſundry times, and in divers manners, ſpake in 
* time paſt unte the Fathers by the prophets, 
Hat in theſe left days ſpoben unto us by his Son. 
Again, chap. ii. 2, 3. If the word ſpoken by 
angels was ftedfaſt, Sc. how ſhall we eſeape, 
if wwe neglect ſo great ſalvation ; which at the 
firſt began tobe ſpoken»by the Lord. What 
can be more evident than that the writer 
of this epiſtle had no idea of God having 
ſpoken to mankind by his Son before the 
time of the goſpel ? | . 
To the Jews, however, the Arian doc. 
trine muſt have been more nove than that 
of the orthodox chriſtians in the time of 
Juſtin "Martyr, and therefore, would pro- 
bably have been received with more ſur- 
prize. It was that kind of orthodoxy which 
was advanced by Juſtin Martyr, that pre- 
pared the way for, the Arian doctrine, as | 
will be aw in its proper place. | 
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Ay Argument ene” the Divinity o 27% 
| | from bis not being the Object of Prayer. 


0 g 


I” muſt be acknowledged that the pro- 
per object of prayer is God the Fa- 


ther, who is called the firft perſon in the 
trinity. Indeed, we cannot find in the ſcrip- 


tures either any precept that will authorize 
us to addreſs ourſelves to any other perſon, 
or any proper example of it: Every thing 
that can be alledged to this purpoſe, -as 
Stephen's ſhort ejaculatory addreſs t6 Chriſt, 
whom he had juſt before ſeen in viſion, 
&c. is very inconſiderable. Our Saviour 
himſelf always prayed to his Father, and 
with as much humility and reſignation as the 
moſt dependent being i in the univerſe could 
poſhbly do; always -addrefling him as &is 
Father, or the author of his being; and he 
directs his diſciples to pray to the ſame great 
being, whom only, he ſays, we ought to ſerve. 
Had he intended to guard againſt all miſ- 
take on this ſubject, by ſpeaking of God 
. 1 : . 
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as the author of his being in the ſame ſenſe 


in which he is the author of being to all 

men, he could not have done it more ex- 
prefly*than he has, by calling him his Fa- 
ther and our Father, his God and our God. 


At the ſame timhe he calls his diſciples his 
brethren (John XX. 17) Go to my brethren, 


and ſay; unto them, T-afeend unto. my Father 


and your Father, and to my God and your God. 
Can any perſon read this, and ſay that the 


unitarians wreſt the ſcriptures, and are not 0 


guided by the plain ſenſe of them ? 


Accordingly, the practide of SO to 
the Father only, was long univerſal in the 


chriſtian church. The ſhort addreſſes to 


Chriſt, as thoſe im the Litany, Lord have 
mercy. upon us, Chriſt have mercy upon us, 
being comparatively of late date. In the 


Clementine liturgy, the oldeſt that is ex- 


tant, contained in the Apoſtolical Conſtitu- 
tions, which were probably compoſed about 
the fourth century, there is nb trace of any 
ſuch thing, - Origen, in a large treatiſe on 
the ſubje& of prayer, urges very forcibly 
the propriety of praying to the Father only, 
and not to Chriſt ; and as he gives no hint 
"D; | that 
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that the public forms of prayer had any 
thing reprehenſi ble in them in that re- 
| ſpe, we arc naturally led to conclude that, 
in his time, ſuch petitions to Chriſt were 
unknown in the public aſſemblies. af chriſ- 
tians. And ſuch hold have .carly eſtabliſhed* | 


cuſtoms on the minds of meh, that, ex- 


cepting the Moravians only, whoſe prayers 


are always addreſſed to Chriſt, the. general 
practice of trinitarians themſelves 1 is to pray | 


to the Father only. 


Now on what . could this early 
and univerſal practice have been founded? 


What is there in the doctrine of a trinity 
conſiſting of three equal perſons, to entitle, 
the Father to that diſtinction, in preference 
to the Sen, or che Spirit? I doubt not but 


that, conſidering the thing ab initio, a pro- 
per trinitarian would have thought that, 


 fince, of theſe three perſons, it is theſes 
cond that was the maker of the world, and 


that is the immediate governor of it, he is 


that perſon. of the three with whom we 
have moſt to do; and therefore he is, that 
perſon to whom * prayers ought. to be 


— have 
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have been a natural concluſion, even if Chriſt 
had not been thought to be equal to the 
Father, but only the maker and the gover- 
nor of the world under him; ſuppoſing 
him to- have had power originally given 
him equal to. the making and governing 
of it, as I have ſhewn in my Di/quifitions | 
on matter and ſpirit, Vol. I. p. 376. For 
we ſhould naturally look . up to that being 
on whom we immediately depend, knows | 


ing that it muſt de N 1 _—_— 
to attend to us.” - 


1f there ſhould bark hin any ach 1 
the nature of things, thaugh undiſcover- 111 
able and incomprehenſible by us, why the 
world ſhould have been made, and ſup- 
ported, by ſome being of vommunicated 
and delegated authority, rather than by the 
ſelf. exiſtent and ſupreme being himſelf (and, 
if the fact be ſo, there muſt have been ſome 
good reaſon for it) that. unknown reaſon, 
whatever it be, naturally preſents. this de- 
rived being to us, t hy 1 hy e 0 
our prayers. £6 
But ſuppoſing / this Aba pee in the 
by” wa. to be A gs maker, gover- 
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nor afid final judge, the propriety 1 | 


ing to him, and to him excluſively, is fo 
obvious, that no conſideration” whatever 
could have. prevented the practice, if ſuch 


had been the real belief of the chtiſtiaa 


world from the beginning, That chriſtians 
did not do ſo at firſt, but'priyed habitual 


7 
to the Father only, is, therefore, with me 


almoſt a demonſtration, that they. did not 
conſider Chriſt in that light. Whatever 
they might think of him, they. did not re- 


gard him as being a proper object of wor- 
ſhip, and conſequently not as poſſeſſed of 
the attributes that are proper to conſtitute 
him one, and therefore not as truly God. 
The perſuaſion. that he was truly God, and 
that God on whom we immediately 
would unavoidably have drawn after. it the 


babitual practice of praying to him, as it. 
has at length effected with reſpect to the 


ravians; and in ſpite of ancient euftom, 
and againſt all ſcripture precept and ex» 
ample, the ptactice has more or leſs prev 
vailed with all trinitarians, ' Petrarch, we 
find by his letters, generally prayed to 
133 that pious treatiſe of Thomas- a- 


Kempis, 7 


* a. 
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| Kempis, on the imitation of Chriſt, conſiſts 
of nothing beſides addreſſes to him, and 
they compoſe the greater part of the hana 
of the church of England. ; 
| When I was myſelf 4 trinitarian, 1 re. 
member praying conſcientiouſſy to all the 
three perſons without diſtinction, only be- 
ginning with the Father; and what I myſelf 
did in the ſerious fimplieity of my heart, 
when young, would, I doubt not, "have 
been done by all chriſtians from the begin- 
ning, if their minds had then been im- 
preſſed, as mine was, with the firm perſua- 
fion that all the three perſons were fully 
equal in power, wiſdom, goodneſs, omni- 
preſence, and all divine attributes. This 
argument I recommend to the ſerious con- 
fideration of all trinitarians, as it is with 
; me a ſufficient proof, that originally Chriſt 
| was not conſidered as a proper object of 
| worſhip by chriſtians, and conſequently 
„neither as God, nor as the maker and go- 
vernor of the world under Gd. 
As. this is 4 thing that relates to pracrice, 
I ſhould have imagined that, if each of the 
three * be addreſſed ſe- 
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parate rights of three divine perſons. | 
It has been faid-by ſome, that Cbriſt! is the 
proper object of prayer in the time of ex- 
ternal perſecution. But let us conſider how 


the fact. For if it be not ſupported by cor- ö 
reſponding facts, how ingenious, or probable 
ſoever it may ſeem to be 4 priori, it muſt 
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tion. 
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3 we ſhould have been anne 
informed concerning the. circumſtances in 
which we were to pray to any one of them, 


and not to the others; conſidering how 


difficult it muſt be, from the nature 'of the 
thing, för mere men to diſtioguiſh the ſe- 


- 


the ſuppoſition, or theory, correſponds: to 


fall to the ground. The apoſtles and pri- 


mitive ohriſtidns. certainly knew whether 


the Father, or the Son, was. the more pro- 

per tn prayer in the time of perſecu- 

us ſee then both what directions 

they gave, and alſo what * ene 
actually did in this caſe. ' , - 

The apoſtle James, writing to chriſtian 


in a tate of perſecution, ſays, ch. i. 2, Ke. 


My brethren, count it all joy ꝛoben ye fall into 


divers temptations, or trials, &c. If any of 


| gow lack udn, lt bim of of God, ii en 


bh! 
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— 3 of Clrig: wo 1 
oe be faid that, 1 in this he adviſes * 
to apply to Chriſt, or to the. trinity for di- 
rection in theſe circumſtances. This hypo- 
_ theſis: bas no countenance ' either - in 'the 
ſcriptutes, or in any chriſtian writer before. 
* the councit of Nice. For they all under- 
ſtopd the Either alone to be intended, when- 
ever mention · is made vf Gad abſolutely 
Peter, writing to chriſtians. i in the ſane 
| firunnions ſays," 1 Pet. iv. 19. W#þerefore, let 
them that: ſuffer according to th will of Gad, 
comniit the keeping of their fouls to Bim in 
 well-doing, as unto a faithful creator. © This 
is certainly meant of God the Father; but 
more evidently muſt we ſo interpret 1 Pet. 
v. 10. The God of all krabe pho bat talled us 
unto bis eternal glory, by Chriff que, after 
that ye have - ſuffered a while, make you per- 
felt, eflabliſh,* ſtrengtben, "ſettle you. I do not 
find here, or any where elſe in the ſcriptures,  ** 
any direction to» pray to Chriſt in time of 
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+ perſecution, or indeed, in any other en- . 
ſtances, . , C W x 
| ** us nowattend to ſome particulars 4 125 0 


the hiſtory of the apoſtles. , When Herod + * 
kad pur es deat James, the rather of, © 
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1 and impriſoned Peter, we read, A 
1 II. . that prayer was made without ceafing. 
of the church unto God, not to Chriſt, for bim. 
When Paul and Silas, were in priſon at Phi- | 
lippi, we read, Acts, xvi, 25. that they ung 
praiſes io God, not'td Chriſt. And when 
| Paul was warned of what would befal tim 
if he went to Jeruſalem, Ads *xxi. 14. "hs 
ſaid the will F the Lord. be done. This, it 
. muſt be ſuppoſed,. was meant of God the 
Father, beciuſe Chriſt - himſelf uſed the 
\ ſame. language in this ſenſe, when, praying 
1 to the . he Haid, Wr vil. 0 
tbine be dne. 
Theſe, it may perhaps be ſaid, are only 
incidental eircumſtancts, on which no great 
ſtreſs is to be laid. But in Acts iv. 24, &c. 
we have a prayer af fome length addreſſed 
to God the Father; at the very beginning of 
the perſecution of chriſtians, when Peter and 
John had been examined before the high - 
i prieſt, and his court, and had been threat» 
egned by them. The whole of it is as fol- 
bos: And when they heard that, they lified 
2 Their voice to God with one accord, ond 
| mne 
f . ven 
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175 and earth, and the ſea; and all that in 
- them it: who, by the mouth of thy ſervant 
| David, haſt ſaid, ** Why did the heathen rage, 
and the people inagine vain things ? the 
* kings of , the earth, flood up, and the rulers 
e were gathered together, agginſt the Lard, ; 
and againſt bis Chriſt.” For of 'n truth 
againſt thy 'holy Child (or ſervant) Jeſus, 
whom thou | baſt anointed, both Herod and 
Pontius Pilate, with the Gentiles and the people 
of Iſrael were gathered together, for to do 
| whatſoever thy hand and thy council deter- | 
mined before to be done. And now, Lord, q | 
bebold their threatenings, and grant unto thy. 5 4 
ſervants, that with all boldneſs they . may | 
ſpeak thy word, by ſtretchirig forth thy band to 
beal, and that figns and wonders may be done 
by the name ef holy Child (or eng 
| We Wee acanciaet ſome · ee 25 
| both of the inftru#jons, and the examples of = 
| ſcripture, with regard. to the proper object 
; of prayer in time of perſecution ;* from 
[ which it apptars, that even in this. cafe, 
[ 
of 
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we have no authority to pray to any other 
dun that e eee dee 
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eri his affli gion and if we be not 
authorized to pray to Chriſt in time of pero: 
ſecution, «there i is, it is acknowledged, leſs. 
. propriety in praying, to him on ey op 
—_—_— 8 0 

As many profels # great 3 for hl 
"Who are called apoſtolical Fathers, let, us 
attend te the' prayer of Polycarp, when he 
was tied to the takes ready to be burned 
alive. Now this prayer, which is a pretty 
remarkable one, is addreſſed to God the 
Father, and not to | Chriſt ; ſo that this 
diſciple of the apoſtle John, did not think 
the N of Stephen any precedent for 
bim The prayer begins as follows: O0 
2 Lord? God Almighty, . the Father of thy 
4 well-beloved and bleſſed Son Jeſus Chriſt; * 
«© by whonr we have received the knows 
ledge of 'thee,. the God of angels and 
powers, · and of «every creature, and eſpe- 
* Eially of the while race of juſt men, &c.” 

We ſee then; how greatly men may be 
miſled © ſpeculative theology, by an atten» - 
tion to particulat texts, fingle incidents, and 
imaginary pfopricties, without attendihg to 
the * tenor of ſeripture, the plain 


o 
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JireRions that are there given for our | 
conduct, and the conſtant practice of the 
apoſtles, which ſupply the beſt interprota= _ 
tion of their doctrine. To conclude, as. *\ 
| ſome. have done, from the ſingle caſe of 
Stephen, that all chriſtians are authorized 
to pray to Chriſt, is like conoluding that all : 
matter has a tendency to go upwards, be- f 

. cauſea needle will do ſo ben a magnet is 
held over it. When they ſhall be in the 
ſame circumſtances with Stephen, having 
their minds ſtrongly impreſſed with a viſion 
of Chriſt ſitting at the right Hand of God, * 
they may then, perhape, be authorized to- 
addreſs themſelves to him as he did; but 
the whole tenor of the ſcriptures proves 
that, otherwiſe we have no authority at all 
for any ſuch practice. And if Chriſt be 
not the object of prayer, he cannot be either 


God, or the maker and N of = 
world under God. * 5 ""Y 
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Yf the Arguments againſt the Difrine of the 


Trinity as b a pd . ; 


_ doctrine as that of the trinity in "the 
ſcriptures, | but I will now add that, if it 


had been found there, it would have been 


impoſſible for a reaſonable man to believe 
it, as it implies 4 cron, d no 
miracles can ptove. 


I aſk then, wherein does the abate | 


doctrine of the trinity differ from a contra» 
diction It aſſerts in effect that nothing is 


wanting to either the Father, the Son, or 


the Spirit, to to conſtitute each of them truly 
and properly Ged, each of them being equal 


in eternity, and all divine perſections; and 
yet that theſe three are not three Godi, but 


only one God. They are therefore both 
one and many in the ſatne reſpeQ, viz. in 
each being perfect God. This is certainly 
as much a contradiction, as to ſay that 
Peter, _— und John, baring each of 


7 17 has been ſhewn that there is. no ſuch. 
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them every thing that is requiſite to conſti- 
tute a complete man, are yet all together 
not three men, but only one wan. For the 


ideas annexed to the words God, or man, 
cannot make any difference in the nature of 


the two propofitions. After the council of 


Nice, there are inſtances of the doctrine of 
the trinity being explained in this very man- 
ner. The Fathers of that age being parti- 
cularly intent on preſerving the full equa- 


lity of the three perſons, entirely loſt fight _ 


of their proper unity. And in what man- 
ner ſoever this doctrine be explained, one 


of theſe muſt ever be ſacrificed to the other. 


As perſons ate apt to confound themſelves 
with thewſe of the words perfor and being, 
I ſhall endeavour to give a plain account of 


The term f be predicated of every 
thing, and therefore of each of the three 
perſons in the trinity. Tor to ſay that Chriſt, - 
for inſtance, is God, but that there is no 
being, no ſubſtance, -to which his attributes 
may be referred,” were manifeſtly abſurd ; 
and therefore when it is ſaid that each of 


theſe perfons is by himſelf God, the mean- 
Vor: I ;- E 3 
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ing mad: be, that the Father, ſeparately: ooñ · 
ſidered, has a being, that the Son, ſeparately 
conſidered, has a being, and likewile, that 
the Holy Spirit, ſeparately conſidered, has 
a being. Here then are no leſs than three 
beings, as well as three perſons, and what can 
theſe three beings be but three Gods, with- 
out ſuppoſing. that there are beds co- 
* ordinate perſons, or three Fathers, three 
Sons, or three Holy Ghoſts ?” 2 
By the words being, ſubſtance, ſubſtratum, 
Kc. we can mean nothing more than the 
foundation, as it were, of properties, or 
ſomething to which, in our idea, we refer 
all the particular attributes of whatever 
exiſts. In fact, they are terms that may be 
predicated of every thing that is the ſubject 

of thought or diſcourſe, all the diſcrimins- 
tion of things depending upon their pecu- 
liar properties. So that whenever the pro- 
perties differ, we ſay that there is a corte- 
ſponding difference in the things, beings, ot 
ſubſtances themſelves, Conſequently, if the 
Father, Son, and Spirit, differ in any re- 
ſpect, ſo as to have different properties, 
either i in relation to themſelves, or to other 
2 beings, 
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beings, we muſt, according to the analogy 
of all language, ſay that they are three dif- 
ferent beings, or ſubſtances. 

Suppoſing again, that there ! is an wach | 
of attributes in each of them, ſo that, being 
conſidered one after the other, no difference 
ſhould be perceived in them, even in idea, 
(as may be ſuppoſed to be the cafe of three 
men, who ſhould perfectly reſemble one 
another in all external and internal proper- 
ties) and ſuppoſing, "moreover, that there 
ſhould be a perfect coincidence in all their 
thoughts and actions; though there might 
be a perfect harmony among them, and this 
might be called unity, they would ſtill be 
numerically thretr. Conſequently, though 
the Father, Son, and Spirit had no real 
differences, but, as has been ſaid, they had 
the moſt perfect identity of nature, the 


P 
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« intelle&, and an inceſſant co-operation in 
* the exertion of common powers, to a 
common purpoſe, yet would they, ac- 
cording to the analogy of language, not be 
one God, but three Gods; or which is the 
fame thing, they would be three beings, with 


FER TER 


08 


* moſt entire unity of will, and conſent of | 


E 2 equal 
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equal divine natures, juſt as the three meu 
would be theee N with equal e 
natures. 

The term being, as I "0 abr, may 
de predicated of every thing without dif. 
tinction; but the term penſon, is limited | 

| to intelligent beings. Three men, there- 
fore, are not only three beings, but likewiſe 
three perſons; the 8 is the genus, and 
the latter the Jpecies. But a perſon is not the 
leſs a bring on this account; for each man 
may be ſaid to be a being, as well as a per- 
ſon. 'Conſequently, though the wart! per- 
en be properly applied to each of the three 
component parts of the trinity, yet as perſon 
58a ſpeciet, comprehended under the genus 0 
being, they muſt be Wend beings, as A as « 
three perſons. 60 
The term God, is a fab udividion under the ce 
term pern, becauſe we define God to be 40 
an intelligent being, poſſeſſed of all poſ- ce 
« fible perfeftions.” Conſequently, if the 10 
Father, 'Son, and Spirit, be each of them 
poſſeſſed of all poſſible perfections, which 6 
is not denied, they are each of them A per 10 
* . of them a l and each af them 
a God; 


14 


4. God; and What is this but making three 
Gods. Let any trinitarian avoid this con- 
cluſton from theſe principles, or aſſume 
other Principles more Lows and n if 
he can. 
This definition of abs wad ning; as 
applied to the doctrine of the trinity, will 
perhaps be objected to; but if any other 
definition be given, 1 will venture to aſſert, 
that it might as well be faid that the Fa- 
ther, Son, and Spirit, are bree Alracuum 
bra's, as three perſons, They win be pa 
words without meaning. 
It has been ſaid, that © the perſonal exit 
1 '* ence of a divine logos is implied in the 
; every idea of a God, and that the argu- 
5 ment reſts on a principle which was com- 
„mon to all the Platonic Fathers, and 
« ſeems to be founded in feripture, that 
the exiſtence of the Son flows neceſſarily 
from the divine intellect exerted on itſelf, 


© from the Fathet's contemplation of his 


« was, his perfections have ever been, and 
* his intelle& has ever been active. But 
ſe 9 which have ever been, the 
E 3 *'eyer 
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m * own peffections. But as the Father ever 
b 
fo 
mM 


"Divinity or Privesiftenes of Chrift. x2. 


54 — againſt ibs 
ever 085 intellect muſt ever N cone 
t templated ; and the contemplation which 

b has. eyer been, muſt ever have been ac, 
t companied with its juſt effect, the pers 
« ſonal exiſtence of the Son.” 9 
hut · there is nothing in the ſcriptures, or 
indeed in the Fathers, that gives any coun- 


tenance to this reaſoning, As we cannot 


pretend to draw any concluſions from the 


neceſſary operations of one mind, but from 


their ſuppoſed analogy to thoſe of other 
minds, that is, our own, thoſe WhO main: 
tain this hypotheſis, muſt explain to us 
how it comes to paſs, that if the contemp- 
lation of the divine perfections of the Fa- 
ther, neceſſarily produced a: diſtinct perſon 
in him, fully equal to himſelf, a man's con- 
templation of ſuch perfections or powers, 
as he is poſſeſſed of, ſhould not produce 
another intelligent Eben fully Aan, to 
himſelf. 7 cath 
It will perhaps be faid (though, 9 is 

nothing to authorize it) that the impoſſi · 
bility of producing this in man, is the 
imperfection of his faculties, or his limited 
power of contemplating them, But to cut 
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| Divinity. or. Pre-exiflence, of. Chriſt. - on. 
off that ſubterfuge, I will aſk why the con- 


templation of the Son's perfe&tions, which. 


are ſuppoſed. to be fully equal to thoſe of 
the Father, and whoſe energy of contempla«- 
tion muſt likewiſe be_ ſuppoſed equal to. 


that of the Father, does. not produce an- 


other intelligent being equal to himſelf ; 
and why are not perſons in the Godhead. in 
this manner multiplied. ad, infinitum # ' 
If, for any incomprehenſible reaſon, this 
myſterious power of generation be peculiar to 
the Father, why does it not ſtill operate? 
Is he not an unchangeable being, the ſame 
now that he was from the beginning, his 
perfections the ſame, and his power of con- 
templating them the ſame? Why then are 
not more ſons produced? Is he become 
aer, incapable of this generation, as the 
orthodox Fathers uſed to aſk ; or does it de- 
pend upon his will and pleaſure whether he 
will exert this power of generation? If fo, 
is not the Son as much a creature, depend- 


ing on the will of the creator, as any thing 


elſe produced by him, though in another 

manner; and this whether he be of the 

ſame ſubſtance (au- with him, or not? 
3464 6 I ſhould 
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nter the third 


the two firſt, in the contemplation of their 


— 
— 2 


7 
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with reſpect to the S6n ; and no being can 


, * 


4 ald adde like to know in what ans 


perfon in the trinity way 
produced. Was it by the joint exertion of 


reſpectiye perfect ions? If fo, why doey 


not the ſame operation in them ND a 


fourth, &c. &. &c-- | 

Admitting, however, this ſtrange abevtigy 
of the generation of the trinity (equal i 
ablurdity to ary thing in the Jewiſly cabala) 


viz, that the perſona} exiſtence of the Sow 
neceffarily flows from the intellect of the 


Father exerted on itſelf; jt certainly inplicy 
# virtual priority, or ſuperiority in the Father 


be properly God, who has any ſuperior; 
In ſhort, this ſcheme effectually ovettutns 
the doctrine of the proper equality, as well 
as the een perfor ir "hy 
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of /he Nature of the” Arian Hypotheſes, and 


of the Prog which ts n to make * 
crediù ls. 


HE doctrine of the „Ane ly U re. 
duced, as has been ſhewn, to a proper 
— or a mathematical impoſſi- 
bility, which is incapable of proof, even by 
miracles, This cannot be faid of the {Arian 
hypotheſis, Becauſe, for any thing that we 
certainly know. God might have created 
one being of ſuch. extraordinary power, as 
ſhould make it unneceſſary for him to exert 
any more cteative power; ſo that all that 

temained of creation might be delegated to 
that great derived being. But it is highly 
it probable that this ſhonld have been the 
eaſe. And the more ithprobable, 4 priori, 
any propoſition is, on account of its want 

of analogy to other propoſitions, the truth 
of which is admitted, the clearer and 
ſtronger evidences we require before we 
give our aſſent to it. This improbability 


EY | Arguments ben, the 


may be fo great, as to approach yery * 
to an impoſſibility. At leaſt the impreſſion 
made upon the mind will hardly be diſtin- 

guiſhed in the two caſes, and the reſiſtance 

to aſſent ſhall be, in a manner, as great in 
the one as in the other. Conſequently, 
though the doctrine be not incapable of proof 


by miracles, yet it will be neceſſary that 


the propoſition which. contains it, be very, 


| clearly expreſſed, that the miracles alledged 


in ſupport of it be well authenticated, and 
that the connexion between the miracles 


and the propoſition be very. particularly. 


eſtabliſhed. Loet us now conſider whether 
this be the caſe with reſpect to the Au 


doctrine. 
1. There is ſomething in the 2 


itſelf, which, if we were not accuſtomed, 


to it, would appear exceedingly revolting. 
Such, certainly, is the idea of any being in 


human form, who was born, grew up, and 


died like other men; requiring the te- 


freſhments of food, reſt, and lleep, Kc. 
having been the maker, and while he Was 


on earth, and aſleep, the ſupporter and go- 
vernor of the world. Had ſuch an opi- 
| nion 
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nion been firſt propoſed, in the preſent 
ſtate of philoſophy, it would have been 


rejected without farther examination 


That Chriſt emptied himſelf of his for⸗ 
mer glory and power, and did not ſuſtain 
the world during his abode. on carth, is 
quite, a modern opinion and, on that ace 


count only, can never be received as the 
original and genuine doctrine of chriſ- 
tianity. Beſides, this hypotheſis is of itſelf 
as improbable as the other. For it may 
reaſonably be aſked, Who ſupplied the 
place of Chriſt in the government of the 
world, when his office was ſuſpended ? If 
the ſupreme Being himſelf undertook it, 
what reaſon can there be imagined why he 


ſhould, not himſelf have always, done it? 
And yet, if there was a reaſon, in the 


nature of things, why this work ſhould 
be done by another, and not by the ſu- 
preme Being himſelf, that reaſon muſt have 


ſubſiſted while Chriſt was on earth as well 
as before. But the Arian hypotheſis pro- 


vides no othet᷑ created being, of rank and 
power equal to that of Chriſt, to undertake 


his office when he ſhould be diſabled fr om 


* | ae : diſchar ging 


* 
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diſcharging it. A contradietlon is hardly 
more revolting to tho mind that the i- 
probabilities attending ſuch # ſeheme a) 
this. © 
2. It is obvious to OP that ca 
Apel is no where clearly expreſſed: in 
the ſcriptures, and much leſs is it repeatal 
ſo often, and ſo moch ſtreſs laid upon it, a8 
its natural magnitude required. The Old 
Teſtament, it is allowed, contains no ſuch. 
doArine as that of God having made the 
world by the inſtrumentality of any inter- 
mediate being; and yet, as we have there 
the hiſtory of the creation, and as the dots 
ttine of one God having made the heavens 
and the earth is frequently repeated in the 
ſeveral books of it, it might have been ex- 
pected that, if there had been fach a being 
as the Atians ſappoſe Chriſt to be, and 
he had made the world by the direction of 
the ſupteme being, ſome mention would 
have been made of it there, that wan ity 
natural and proper place. 

The do@tine of Chriſt having FREY 
the world has no connexion with the great 
and obvious deſigu of the miſſion of any 
| : 2 = of 
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of the prophets in-general, or that of Chriſt 


and the apoſtles in particular. The great 
object of the whole ſcheme of revelation 


was to teach men how to live here; ſo as to 


be happy hereafter, and the particular doc- 


trines which we are taught, as having a 


connexion with this great object, are thoſe 
of the unity of God, his univerſal preſence 


and inſpection, his placability to repenting 


fingers, and the certainty of a reſurrection 
to a life of retribution after death. Theſe 
doctrines occur perpetually in the diſ- 
courſes and writings of the prophets, of 
the evangeliſts, and of the apoſtles.; and 
the miracles which they wrought have ſo 
evident a -connexion with theſe doctrines, 
that it. is impoſſible to admit their divine 
miſſion without receiving them. 

On the other hand, the doctrine of there 
being ſuch a ſuper-angelic ſpirit as the 
Arian logos; the maker and governor of all 
things under the ſupreme God, has no con- 


nexion with the doctrines above mentioned. 


It may be true or falſe · altogether inde- 
dependent of them. It does not, therefore, 
follow that, admitting that ſuch had been 

| 1 the 


and miracles relating to another diſtinct 
object, and not to this. And it muſt be 
0 acknowledged, that a prophet who has re- 
ceived no inſtruction from God relating to 


vs AS * 


the private opinion of thoſe . wh 
were divinely inſpired, and impowered to 
work miracles, that their inſpiration, or 


their miracles, could give any ſanction to 


this particular doctrine; their inſpiration 


any particular ſubject, may be as much 


miſtaken with reſpect to it as any * 
perſon whatever. 

Now, conſidering chat no ſuch 408i : 
as that of there being a ſubordinate ' maker 
of the world was taught by Moſes, or any 


of the ancient prophets, and that Chriſt 
himſelf, as it muſt be allowed, taught no 
ſuch doctrine (though he himſelf be ſup- 
poſed to have been that 'very perſon) had 
it been advanced by the apoſtles, their 


auditors, who admitted their authority in 
other things, might very reaſonably have 


demanded a diftin& proof of an additional 
doctrine, fo very new and ſtrange, and ſo un- 
connected with their other teaching, as this 
was. They * have ſaid, We admit 
cc that 


he, YO = 


hy = hs hp, 
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that jeſus is the Meſſiah; we acknowled ge 
that he roſe from the dead, and we believe 
that he will come again to raiſe all the 
dead, and to judge the world; but this 
«« doctrine of Chriſt having made the world 
ais quite another thing. It was not taught 
© by Moſes, or by Chriſt, and therefore, 
< we cannot receive it except upon new and 
independent evidence. What ' miracles 
« do you work in order to ſhew that you 
« are commiſſioned to teach 4:5 doctrine?“ 
Now, as it is not pretended that there are 
any miracles particularly adapted to prove 
that Chriſt made-and ſupports the world, 
I do not ſee that we are under any obliga- 
tion to believe it merely becauſe” it was an 
opinion held by an apoſtle. ; 

4. The doctrine of Chriſt having made 
the world, is not expreſſed by any of the 
apoſtles in a manner fo definite and clear, or 
ſo repeatedly, as its magnitude naturally re- 
quired. For the paſſages in their writings 
from which it has been inferred that they 
held this opirſion, are very few, and by no 
means clear and expreſs to the purpoſe. 
Had this doQrine been true, being of ſo 

+1 & extraordinary 


: 64 Argumente 20 156 
extraordinary a nature, and ſo much abs 
to any thing that Jews or chriſtians had 
been taught before, it would, no doubt, 
- when it was firſt promulgated, have been 
delivered with the greateſt diſtinctneſs. fo 
as to leave no uncertainty with reſpect to it; 
and unleſs it had been urged by the apoſtles 
again and again, and with peculiar force 
and emphaſis, their auditors would naturally 
have imagined that they only made uſe of 
ſome figurative forms of ſpeech, and did not 
ſeriouſly mean to advance a doctrine ſo very 
remote from their former apprehenſions of 
things. | 

But in all the writings of the apoſtles, 
there are only four paſſages from which it 
has been pretended that, in their opinion, 
Chriſt was the maker of the world; and in 
one of them no mention is made of Chriſt, 
As they are ſo very few, I ſhall recite them 

all, that my reader may have the whole evi- 
dence of this extraordinary doctrine fairly 
before him. 

No mention is made of this docttine in 
any book in the New Teftament which 
was written before the impriſonment of 

Ds fa Paul 
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Paul at Rome, A. D. 61 and 64, and then 
by this one apoſtle only. Writing to 
the Epheſians, he ſays (ch. iii. 9) fo male 


all men ſee what is the fellowſhip of the. 


myſtery, which from the beginning of the 


world bas been hid in Gad, wwho created all 
things by TFeſus Chriſt, This is only an 


incidental expreſſion at the cloſe of a ſen- 
tence, the object of which was to teach 
ſomething elſe ; alſo both the terms crea- 
tion, and all things, are of very uncertain 
ſignification, and therefore, may well be 
ſuppoſed to refer to what is figuratively 


0” ws wy ——ůp̃ — 
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called the new 7 or the unn i 


the world. 


The ſame apoſtle, in the epiſtle to the 
Colloſſians (ch. i. 1 5) ſays of Chriſt, who ig 
the image of the inviſible God, the firſt born of 
every creature. For by him were all things 
created, that are in heaven and that are in 
earth, wvifble and inviſible, whether they be 
thrones or dominions, or principalities or powers. 
Al things were treated by bim and for bim, 
and be tis before all things, and by bim all 


things conſiſt; and be is the head of the body, 
te church, who ts the beginning, the f. 


Vor. I. F - born 


S Arguments againſt the 
barn from the dead, that in all things he might 
have the. pre-eminence. On this paſſage it 
is obvious to remark, that the things-which 
Chriſt is ſaid to have made are not the 
heavens or the earth, but ſome things that 
were in the heavens and in the earth; and 
theſe were not natural objects, ſuch as ſtars 
or planets, trees or animals, &c. but the 
creation, or eſtabliſhment, of ſuch things 
as thrones and dominions, and therefore may 
naturally be interpreted as referring to ſome 
exerciſe of that power in heaven and in 
earth, which Chriſt ſays was given to him 
after his reſurrection. Alſo, as his being 
the head of the body, the church, is men- 
tioned after all the other particulars; it is 
moſt probable that this power, whatever it 
was, - related only to his church, and that 
it had nothing to do with the creation of 
the heavens or the earth. 

In the epiſtle to the Hebrews, he apoſtle 
ſays (ch. i. 1, &c.) God, who, at ſundry 
times, and in divers manners, ſpake in tim 
faſt unto the Fathers, by the prophets, hath, 
in theſe laſt days ſpoken unto us by his Son; 
Whom he hath — heir of all things, by 
whim 
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whom alſo he made the wworlds, who being the 
brightneſs of his glory, and the expreſs image of 
his perſon, and upholding all things by the word 
of his power, when he had by himſelf purged 
our fins, ſat down on the * hand of the ma- 
Jefty on high. 
nin this paſſage it is evident, that it was 
not the object of the writer to make an ex- 
W preſs aſſertion concerning the making of 
the world by Chriſt, ſo as to exhibit it as an 
article of any conſequence. He was afſert= 


on the  ſubje& is only one incidental cir- 
cumſtance, among ſeveral others. And is 
it to be ſuppoſed that a doctrine of this 
importance would neyer be laid down but 
in ſuch a manner as this. Beſides, nothing 
is here ſaid, or intimated, about Chriſt 
making the material worlds, for it is only 
ſaid that he made the ages (a and the 
all things here mentioned evidently means 
all things relating to a particular object, 
viz. the miſſion of Chriſt, and not all the 
works of nature. | 

Laſtly, in the introduction to the goſpel 


of John, we tead, In the beginning was the 
| F 2 5 word, 


ing ſomething elſe ; and what he dees fay . - 
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word, and the word was with God, and the 

eword was God. All things were made by him 
(or rather by it) and without him (it) was 
not any thing made that was made. In this 
celebrated paſſage, there is no mention, as 
I obſerved before, of Chriſt, and that the 


word (logos) means Chriſt is not to be 


taken for granted; ſince another interpre- 
tation is very obvious and natural, viz, 
that the word here ſpoken of is the proper 
word, or power of God, by which the ſcrip- 
tures of the Old Teſtament inform us, that 
all things were actually made. Thus the 
Pſalmiſt ſays, Pf. xxxiii. 6, &c. By the word 
of the Lord were the heavens made, and all the 
hoſt of them by the breath of his mouth. He 
Hate and it was done, be commanded and it 


cod faſt, The ſame word or power reſided 
in Chriſt, and performed all his miraculous 


works. Agrecably to which he himſelf 


ſays, the Father within me be does the warks. 


On the ſlender foundation of theſe four 
paſſages, reſts the great doctrine of Chriſt 


having been the inſtrument in the hands of 
God of making the world and all things. 


Whea they are all put together, and even 
ſhutting 


. 
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ſhutting our eyes on all the direct and poſi- 
tive evidence that the world was made by 
the ſupreme being himſelf, and by no other 
acting under him, can it be ſaid that they 
all together amount to a ſufficiently clear 
declaration of a doctrine of ſo much mag- 
nitude as the Arian hypotheſis is, viz. that 
Chriſt, having been firſt created himſelf, 
did (and, as far as appears, without any 
previous eſſays or efforts) immediately make 


the whole ſyſtem of the viſible univerſe, and 
from that time ſupport all the laws of it, 


himſelf only being ſupported, or 1 
unſupported, by the Father, 


Where would have been the evidence 


of the Arian hypotheſis, if Paul had not 


written the two epiſtles to the Epheſians 
and the Coloſſians, which are ſuppoſed to 
contain it. For, little as is the evidence 
for this doctrine from the paſſages I have 
recited from theſe epiſtles, it is much 
greater than that which can be derived 
from the two others, And had neither 
the epiſtles themſelves, nor the introduc- 

tion to the goſpel of John been ever writ- 


(ens it would not have been ſuſpected that 


1 * 
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any "IA was wanting in the ſcheme of 
chriſtianity, 

However, it is not, et, fro ſo 
fiow caſual expreſſions, which ſo eaſily ad- 
mit of other interpretations, and eſpecially 
in epiſtolary 1oritings, which are ſeldom com- 
poſed with ſo much care as books intended 
for the uſe of poſterity, that we can be au- 
thorized to infer that ſuch was the ſerious 
opinion of the apoſtles. ' But if it had been 
their real opinion, it would not follow that 
It was true, unleſs the teaching of it ſhould. 
appear to be included in their general com- 
miſſion, with which, as I have ſhewn, it 
has no ſort of connexion. - ,, 

If any ſhould be convinced that theſs 
four paſſages, do not authorize us to con- 
clude that Chriſt made the world, they 
muſt be interpreted in ſuch a manner as 
not to imply his ſimple pre-exiſlence; and 
if this cannot be inferred from theſe. texts, 
it certainly cannot from any other. Con- 
ſequently, both the doctrine of Chriſt 
having made the world, and that of his 


fimple F muſt ſtand or fall 
together, 


it 
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F. It will be ſeen in its proper place; 
that the Arian hypotheſis, loaded as it is 
with the greateſt natural improbabilities, 
and altogether deſtitute of ſupport in the 
ſcriptures, was the natural conſequence of 
other falſe principles, which alſo. naturally 
ſprung from the-philoſophy of the times in 
which chriſtianity was promulgated. That 
philoſophy is now exploded, but the ar- 
ticles in the chriſtian ſyſtem -which were 
derived from it remain.” Platoniſm is no 
more; but the trinitarian and Arian doc- 
trines yet ſubſiſt; and with many, the lat- 
ter remains, when the former, from which 
it aroſe, is abandoned. Thus the fruit is 
preſerved, when the tree on 2 it grew; 
is cut down. it 
Had there been no Platonic nous, or en 
chriſtians wbuld never have got a divine 
logos, or ſecond God, the creator of the world 
under the ſupreme God, and the medium 
of all the divine communications to the 
patriarchs ; and had there been no ſuch 
divine and uncreated logos in the. chriſtian 
ſyltem, v we ſhould never, I am confident, 
„„ have 
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have heard of @ created logos being pto- 
er | 
Alſo, if it bad not been à doctrine fa, 
miliar to all the ſchools of philoſophy, that 
the fouls of men in general had pre- exiſted, 
it would never have been imagined that the 
created ſoul of Chriſt had pre-exiſted. But 
* when other ſouls are deprived of this great 
privilege, it remains, contrary to all ana- 
logy, and all principles of juſt reaſoning, 
attached to that of Chriſt only, juſt as with 
many, the doctrine of a divine uncreated 
logos is abandoned, and that of the created 
logos, which ſprung from it, remains in its 
place. But an attention to the true cauſes 
and original ſupports of the Arian doctrine 
| Jn all its parts, and the reaſons for which 
theſe cauſes and ſupports of it have been 
given up, cannot fail to draw after it, in 
due time, the downfal of the Arian doc- 
trine itſelf. In the mean time it is held 
by many as being a medium between two 
great extremes, the doQrine of the proper 
divinity of Chriſt on the one hand, and that 
nn 
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SECTION vt, 


| Reaſons for not ce SL as aue 
properly Unitarians. | 


T HE great objection to the ee, of 
the trinity is, that it is an infringe- 
ment of the doctrine of the unity of God, 
as the ſole object of worſhip, which it 
was the primary deſign of the whole ſyſtem 1 
of revelation to eſtabliſh. Any modifica» 
tion of this doctrine, therefore, or any other 
ſyſtem whatever, ought to be regarded with 
| ſuſpicion, in proportion as it makes a mul. 
tiplicity of objects of worſhip, for that is 
to introduce IDOLATRY. | 
That the doctrine of three perſons in the 
divine nature is making three Gods, has, I 
think, been ſufficiently proved. But they 
who do not think that Chriſt is equal to 
the ſupreme being, but only the maker 
and governor of the world under him, are 
willing to think that they are not included 


in 
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14 Arguments againſt the 
in the cenſure of making a multiplicity of 
gods, or in any danger of introducing 
more objects of worſhip. They therefore 
call themſelves unitarians, and think them- 
ſelves perfectly clear of the charge of giving 
any countenance to idolatry, Indeed, this 


. Is an accuſation: to which the Athanaſians 


themſelves plead not guilty. I think, how- 
ever, that it applies not only to them, but 
even to the Arians, and therefore, that 
ſtrictly ſpeaking, the latter are no more en- 
titled to the appellation of ànitarians than 
the former. My reaſons for this are the | 
following : | 

1. If greatneſs of power be a foundation 
on which to apply the title of Gop, they 
who believe that Chrift made the world, 
and that he conſtantly preſerves and governs 
it, muſt certainly conſider him as enjoying 
a very high rank in the ſcale of divinity, 
whatever reaſon they may have to decline 
giving him the title of God. They muſt. 
allow that he is a much greater being, or 
God, than Apollo, or even Jupiter, was 
ever ſuppoſed to be. His derivation from 
.another, and a greater God, is no reaſon why 

he 
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he ſhould not likewiſe be conſidered as 4 

God. The polytheiſm of the heathens did 
not confiſt in making two or more equal 
and independent gods, but in having one ſu- 
preme God, and the reſt ſubordinate, which 
is the very thing that the Arians hold. 

We have no idea of any power greater 
than that of creation, which the Arians 
| aſcribe to Chriſt, eſpecially if by creation 
be meant creation out of nothing'; and the 
Arians do not now ſay that the Father firſt 
produced matter, and that then the Son 
formed it into worlds, &c. a notion indeed, 
advanced, as will be ſeen, by Philo and 
Methodius among the ancients, but too 
ridiculous to be retained by any; ſo that 
whatever he meant by creation, the Arians 
aſcribe it to Chriſt. 

2. Upon the principle which is adopted 
by many Arians, we muſt acknowledge not 
only two Gods, but gods without number. 
According to ſome, Chriſt made this ſolar 
ſyſtem only. There muſt, therefore, have 
been other beings, of equal rank with him, 
to whom the creation, or formation, of the 
other ſyſtems was aſſigned; and obſerva- 

tion 
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tion ſhows, that there are millions and 


millions of ſyſtems. The probability is, 


that they fill the whole extent of infinite 
ſpace. Here, then, are infinitely more, as 


well as infinitely greater gods, than the 


heathens ever thought of. LY 


But I would obſerve, that the modern 
Arians, in aſcribing to Chriſt the formation 
of the whole ſolar ſyſtem, aſcribe more to 
him than the ancient Arians did ; for they did 
not ſuppoſe that he made any thing more 
than tis world, becauſe they had no know- 
ledge of any other. Had the ancients had 
any proper idea of the extent of the ſolar 
ſyſtem ; had they believed that it contained 
as many worlds as there are primary and ſe- 
condary planets belonging to it, all of which 
might ſtand in as much need of the inter- 
poſition of their maker as that which we 
inhabit, they would, probably, have been 
ſtaggered at the thought of giving ſuch 
an extenſive power and agency to any one 
created being ; much leſs is it probable that 
they would at once have gone ſo far as the 
generality of modern Arians, who ſuppoſe 
that Chriſt made the whole univerſe. That 


1 | would 
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would have been to give him ſo much 
power, and ſo extenſive an agency, that the 
Supreme Father would not have been miſſed, 
if, after the production of ſuch a Son, he 
had himſelf either remained an inactive 
ſpectator in the univerſe, or even retired out 


of exiſtence. For why might not the power 


of ſelf=ſub/iſtence be imparted to another as 
well as that of creating out of nothing. 


3- If we conſider the train of reaſoning 
by which we infer that there is only one 
God, it will be found, that, according to 
the Arian hypotheſis, Chriſt himſelf may 
be that one God. We are led to the idea 
of God by inquiring into the cauſe of what 


we ſee; and the being which is able to 


produce all that we ſee, or know, we call 
God. We cannot, by the light of nature, 
go any farther ; and the reaſon why we ſay 
that there is only one God, is, that we ſee 
ſuch marks of uniformity in the whole ſyſ- 
tem, and ſuch a mutual relation of all the 


parts to each other, that we cannot think _ ' 


that one part was contrived or executed by 
one being, and another part by another 
being, Whoever it 'was- that made the 
plants, 
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plants, for inſtance, muſt alſo have made 
the animals that feed upon them. What- 
ever being made, and ſuperintends, the land, 
muſt alſo have made, and muſt ſuperintend 
the water, &c. We alſo cannot ſuppoſe 
that the earth, had one author, and the moon 


another, or indeed any part of the ſolar 
ſyſtem. And for the ſame reaſon that the 


whole ſolar ſyſtem had one author, all the 
other ſyſtems, which have any relation 
to it (and the probability is that the whole 
univerſe is one connected ſyſtem) had the 
ſame author. There can be no reaſon, 
therefore, why any perſons ſhould ſtop at 
ſuppoſing that Chriſt made the ſolar ſyſtem 
only. For the ſame reaſon. that his pro- 


vince includes this ſyſtem, it ought to in- 


clude all the univerſe, which is giving him 
an abſolute omnipreſence, as well as amnipo- 
fence ; and I ſhall then leave others to dif- 
tinguiſh between this being, and that God 
whom they would place above him. For 
my own part, I ſee no room for any-thing x 
above him. Imagination itſelf cannot make 


any difference between them. If, therefore, 


the Arian principle be purſued to its pro- 
| pet 
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per extent, we muſt either ſay that there 
are two infinite beings, or Gods, or elſe 
that Chriſt is the one God. 

4. If any being become the object of our 
worſhip in conſequence of our dependence 
upon him, and our receiving all our bleſ- 
ſings from him; and alſo in conſequence 
of his being inviſibly preſent with us, fo 


that we may be ſure both that he always 


hears us, and that he is able to aſſiſt us; 
Chriſt, on the Arian hypotheſis, coming 
under this deſcription, muſt be the proper 
object of all that we ever call worſhip, and 
therefore muſt be God. For he who made 
all things, and who upholds gall things by the 
word of his power, muſt neceſſarily be pre- 
ſent- every where, and know all things, as 
well as be able to do all things. If he only 
made and takes care of this earth, he muſt | 
be preſent in all parts of the earth. There 
muſt, therefore, be the greateſt natural pro- 
priety in our praying to ſuch a being. A 
being to whom theſe characters belong has | 
always been conſidered as the object of the 
higheſt worſhip that man can pay. - The 
Plalmiſt ſays, Pf. xcv. 6. O come, let us war- 


fo1p 


8 Auments againft the - 
ſhips and bow. down, let us kneel before the 
/ Lord our Maker, If, therefore, Chriſt be 
| the Lord our maker; we are fully authorized 
to worſhip and bow down before him. 
5. If the logos be Chriſt, Arians cannot 
refuſe to give him the appellation of God. 
For John ſays, ch. i. 1. and the word was 
God. Thus, I believe all Arians interpret 
the paſſage. It is, therefore, not. a little 
extraordinary, that they ſhould pretend that 
they do not acknowledge two Gods, They 
will ſay that Chriſt is God in an inferior 
ſenſe, as Moſes is called a god with reſpe& 
to Pharoah. But according to the Arian 
14 buy potheſis, Chriſt is God in a very different 
| 1 ſenſe from that in which Moſes could ever 
1 1 | be ſo. He is a God not in name only, but in 
1 power. They do not even acknowledge a 
1 great God, and a little one; but a very great 
Bi God, and another greater than he. On this 
| | ö Y account, the Arians were always conſidered 
11 as polytbeiſts by the ancient trinitarians z 
+2 while the unitarians were regarded as Jews, 
holding the unity of God in too ſtrict a 
ſenſe. For theſe reaſons I own. that, in 
my opinion, theſe who are uſually called 


Socinian- 


* 4 «aa water wy __ - £2 
r Lopny * * 1 N a ww ee Z& 2 22 
[a * 4 — 1 hay — # — 
„* 


. PR ads Sir 


= 8 o oz 
- — bl Ld "oF 
* PLS — 3 : 2 9 ©, * md, 4 2 4 
a Wunde D SA OE EIT 
* * . 


en „ * . . 
— re —— —— — GA — — 5 ee — 
1 5 7 — e 7 2 " 2 * 2 e 
e C 
IC I one 
= 


2 — — why » = 
v.90» —</ JO 
= * = 
1s as Las 


* 
TY 
a 
* 
7 
EE Sc 


— 


rr 
FT > "3 > FA 
r We — 


ago 
py 


N 5 
— — I 
© HIS 2 — 
4 — Hay at - * 
7 — 8 3 
A”, jp . 3 
2 — 1 A wel 
* 0 _s 2 j PF 
I T & — % mA I A 
. AR + 


1 72 oy . 
TNT SN =IETY = e 
Cle Sir — n = 
— rt > © 7 9 p 
e >. Arr" N % * 
* — 2, 
— 2 
2 bye - * 
SS Wen 2 I 4 7 nts ot EG 
— = 2,” — P 2 
bY — —— — a PO as ne þ * 
— 8 A 
2 oy . aer DS 
n 1 e 
— 


N — EO * 
* N ns 1 
a 
— 2 «IT ER (— 


* gp Pre 
RIM Rb 
— ä —ů— p — — — ey 


— 


2 


e a 


(ge — — 
r 


. 
— 


1 — = 
of * Wn 
* Rs . 


1 a —— — 
OC rs, ny — * 
* 


K 


= 


Divinity or Pre«exiftence of Chriſt. 8 1 


of unitariant; and that the Arians are even 
leſs entitled to it than the Athanaſians, who 
alſo lay claim to it. The Athanaſian ſyſ- 
tem, according to one explanation of it, js 
certainly tritbeiſin, but according to another 
it is mere? nonſenſe, 


ceſſary that Chriſt ſhould of himſelf have 
wiſdom and power ſufficient for the work 
of creation; but that, nevertheleſs, God 
might work by him in that buſineſs, as he 
did in his miracles on earth; Chriſt ſpeak. 
ing the word, or uſing ſome indifferent 
action (ſuch as anointing the eyes of the 
blind man) and God producing the effect. 

The two caſes, however, are eſſentially 
different. That Chriſt, or any other pro- 
phet, ſhould be able to foretel what God 
would do (which; in fact, is all that they 
pretended to) was neceſſary, as a proof of 
their divine miſſion; whenever there was 
a propriety in Gad's having intercourſe 
with men, by means of a man like them- 


. You; Wl G ſelves. 


Soctnians (who conſider Chriſt as being a 
mere nan) are the only body of chriſtians 
who are properly entitled to the appellation 


Some may poſhbly ' ſay, ** It i is not ne⸗ | 
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ſelves. . But what reaſon can there even as: 
imagined why God, intending to make a 
world by his exon immediate. power. ſhould 


firſt create an angel, or a man, merely to 


give the word of command, whenever he 
ſhould bid him to do ſo; when, by the 
ſuppoſition, there was no other being exiſt- 
ing to learn any thing from it? | 

Beſides, a being naturally incapable of 
doing any thing cannot properly be ſaid to 
be an inſtrument by which it is done. I uſe 
a pen as an inſtrument in writing, becauſe 
a pen is naturally fitted for the purpoſe, 
and I could not write without one. But 
if, beſides a pen, without which I could 
not write, I ſhould take a flute, and blow on 
it every time that I took my pen in hand in 
order to write, and ſhould ſay that I choſe 
to write with ſuch an in/frument, I ſhould 
lay myſelf open to ridicule. And yet ſuch 
an inſtrument of creation would this . 
theſis make Chriſt to have been. | 

I muſt take it for granted, therefore, that | 
Chriſt would never have been employed in 
the work of creation, if he had not been 
originally endued with power ſufficient for 


1 


* 
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the work. In that caſe, without the com- 
munication of any new powers, or any 


more immediate agency of God, he would 


be able to execute whatever was appointed 
him. Thus, Abraham, having a natural 
power of walking could go wherever God 


ordered him; and a prophet, having the 


power 'of ſpeech, could deliver to others 
whatever God ſhould give him in charge 


to ſay. Any other bypotheſis W to 
me to be inadmiſhble. 


Such being the hypotheſis that the Ariahs 
have to defend, they ought certainly to look 


well to the arguments they produce for it. 
The greater, and the more alarming, any 


doctrine is, the clearer ought to be the 


evidence by which it is to be ſupported. 


I do not in this work undertake to con- 
ſider particular paſſages of ſcripture ; but 
I have ſhewn that the general tenor of it, 
as well as conſiderations from reaſon, are 

highly unfavourable to the Arian hypo- 
theſis, and it, will be ſeen, in the courſe of 


this work, that it oy” as agg ter N 
Mog. 
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Arguments againſt the © 
s EC TIoN „ 
of the Ty againſt the Pre-exiftence of 


Chrift from the Materiality of Man; and 
of the Uſe of the Doctrine of the Trinity. 


1 Might have urged another kind of argu- 
ment againſt both the divinity and pre- 
exittence of Chriſt, viz. from the doctrine 
of the materiality of man, which I preſume 
bas been ſufficiently proyed in my Diſpui- 
fitions on Matter and Spirit. I have there 
ſhewn that there is no more reaſon why a 
man ſhoyld be ſuppoſed, to have an imma- 
terial principle within him, than that a 
dog, a plant, or a magnet, ſhould have one; 
becauſe. in all theſe caſes, there is. juſt the 
fame difficulty in imagining any connexion 
between the vible matter, of which they 
conſiſt, and the inv/ible powers, of which 
they are poſſeſſed. If univerſal concomitance 
be the foundation of all our reaſoning con- 
cerning cauſes and effects, the organized 
din of a man muſt be deemed to be the 

proper 


2 
. 
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proper ſeat, and immediate cauſe of his ſen» 
ſation and thinking, as much as the inward 
ſtructure of a magnet, whatever that be, is 
the cauſe of its power of attracting iron. 
The moſt inanimate} parts of nature are 
poſſeſſed of powers or properties, between 
which and what we ſee and feel of them, 
we are not able to perceive any connexion 
whatever. There is juſt as much con- 
nexion between the principles of ſeſatiun 
and thought and the brain of a man, as be- 
tween the powers of a magnet and the iron 
of which it is made, or between the prin» 
ciple of gravitation and the matter of which 
the earth and the ſun are made; and when» 
ever we ſhall be able to deduce the powers 
of a magnet from the other properties of 
iron, we may perhaps be able to deduce the 
powers of ſenſation and thought from the 

other properties of the brain. 

This is a very ſhort and plain n 
perfectly conſonant to all our reaſoning 
. in philoſophy, It is concluſive againſt 
the doctrine of 4 ſoul, and conſequently 
againſt the whole ſyſtem of pre-exiſtence, 
If Peter, James, and John, had no prer 
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tions, that the doftrine of a ſoul, as a ſub- 


of being happy or miſerable when the body 
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exiſtent ſtate, it muſt be contrary to al 


_ analogy to ſuppoſe Jeſus to have pre-exiſted, 
His being a prophet, and having a power 
of working miracles, can make no juſt ex- 


ception in his favour; for then every | 296 


_ | ceding prophet muſt have pre-exiſted. ' 


I think 1 have alſo proved in my Di ifqu 1. 


ſtance diſtinct from the body, and capable 


is in the grave, was borrowed from Pagan 
philoſophy, that it is totally repugnant'to 
the ſyſtem of revelation, and unknown in the 
ſcriptures ; which ſpeak of no reward for 
the righteous, or puniſhment for the wicked 
before the general reſurrection, and the com- 


L ing of Chriſt to judge the world. 


I might therefore have urged that, fince 


the doctrine of Chriſt's pre-exiſtence is 


contrary to reaſon, and was never taught by 
Chriſt or his apoſtles, it could not haye 


been the faith of their immediate diſciples, 


in the firſt ages of chriſtianity, This argu- 
ment will have its weight with thoſe who 
reject the doctrine of a ſoul, and make them 


look with ſuſpicion upon any pretended 


2 


proof 
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proof of the doctrine of Chriſt's, pre-exiſt- 
ence, and of, its having been the faith of 
the apoſtolical age, as well as their previous 
perſuaſion, that ſuch is not the doctrine of 
the ſcriptures. And fince all the three 
poſitions are capable of independent proof, 
the urging,of them is not arguing in a circle, 
but the in of proper « collaterial evi- 


dence. 
I would avachite this . with 5 
adviſing the advocates for the doctrine of 
the trinity, to conſider what there is in it 
that can recommend it as a part of a ſyſtem 
of religious truth. All that can be ſaid for 
it, is that the doctrine, however improbable 
in itſelf, is neceſſary to explain ſome parti- 
cular texts of ſcripture ; and that if it had 
not been for thoſe particular texts, we ſhould 
have found no want of it, For there is 
neither any fact in nature, nor any one put. 
poſe of morals (which are the object and 
cnd of all religion) that requires it. | 
Is not one ſelf-exiſtent almighty, in- 
finitely wiſe, and perfectly good being, 
fully equal to the production of all things, 
G 4 and 
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wanted for his tg as far as * can 
conceive. 
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and alſo to the ſupport and W 


| the worlds which he has made? A ſecond 


perſon in the godhead cannot be really 


Whatever may be meant by the 3 


, the world, is not the being who made it 


equal to that alſo? If his creatures offend 
him, and by repentance and reformation 
become the proper objects of his forgive- 
neſs, is it not more natural to ſuppoſe that 
he has, within bimſelf, a power of forgiving 
them, and of reſtoring them to his favour, 
without the ſtrange expedient of another 
perſon, fully equal to himſelf, condeſcend- 
ing to animate a human body, and dying for 
them? We never think of any fimiliar 
expedient in order to forgive; with the 
greateſt propriety and effect, offences com- 
mitted by our children againſt ourſelyes. 
Whatever be ſuppoſed to be the uſe of 
a third perſon in the trinity, is not the in- 
fluence of the firſt, perſon ſufficient for that 
alſo ? The deſcent of the Holy Spirit upon 
ts apoſtles was to enable them to work 
- miracles. 
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miracles. But when our Saviour was on 

earth, he Father within him, and acting * a 
him, did the ſame thing. £ 

Why then, ſhould any perſon" be ſo 4 
ſirous of retaining ſuch a doctrine as this 
of the trinity, which he muſt ackhow- 
ledge, has an uncouth appearance, has al- 
ways confounded the beſt reaſon. of man- 
kind, and drives us to the doctrine of in. 
explicable myſteries ; to the great offence of 
Jews, Mahometans, and unbelievers in ge- 


neral, without ſome urgent neceſſity? Of 


two difficulties we are always authoriſed to 
chuſe the leaſt; and why ſhould we riſk 
the whole of chriſtianity, for the ſake of ſo 

unneceſſary and undeſirable a part. | 
Let thoſe then who are attached to the 
doctrine of the trinity, try whether they 
cannot hit upon ſome method or other of 
reconciling a few particular texts, not only 
with common ſenſe, but alſo with the ge- 
neral and the obvious tenor of the ſcriptures 
themſelves. In this, they will, no doubt, 
find ſome difficulty at firſt, from the effect 
of early impreſſions, and aſſociation of ideas; 
but 
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ſcripture language, with ſuch helps as they 


but an attention to the true idiom of the 


may eaſily find for the purpoſe, will ſatisfy 


them that the doQrine of the trinity fur. 
niſhes no proper clue to the right under. 


trinity wears ſo diſagreeable an aſpect, that 
I think every reaſonable man muſt ſay with 


ſtanding of theſe texts, but will only ſerve 


to miſlead them, if 


In the mean time, this dodtrine of the 


the excellent Archbiſhop - Tillotſon with 
reſpe& to the Athanaſian creed . I; wiſh 
« we were well rid of it.” This is not 


| ſetting up reaſon againſt the ſcriptures, but 


_ reconciling reaſon With the ſcriptures, and 


the ſcriptures with themſelves. On any 
other ſcheme, 8 are irreconcileably at 


variance, N 
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CEDED THE DOCTRINE OF THE DIVI+ 
NITY OF | CHRIST, AND WHICH PREY 
"PARED THE WAY FOR IT, * 
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CHAPTER 1. 
07 thoſe who are called Adoſtlical Rate 


T muſt, I think, have heen evident from 
the conſiderations ſuggeſted in the pre- 


ceding Introduction, that the doctrines of the 
divinity and pre-exiſtence of Chriſt, were 
not taught in the ſcriptures, But as great 
ſtreſs has been laid upon them in later ages, 
it is of ſome moment to trace both when, 
and in what manner they were introduced. 
With 


a Bath. 92 — The Authoriy Book. I. 
With reſpe& to the latter of theſe circum- 
| ſtances, I think I ſhall be able to give my 
readers abundant ſatisfaction,” but with re- 
ſpect to the preciſe ime when, or the par- 
ticular perſons by whom, they were intro- 
duced, there is leſs certainty to be had, 
This, however, is of no great conſequence, 
it being ſufficient to ſhew that they came 
in from ſome foreign ſource, and after the 
age of the apoſtles, which accounts for their 
Hot noticing the doctrines at all. 
The oldeſt writer in whoſe works theſe 
rice are unqueſtionably found is Juſtin 
Martyr, who wrote about A. D. 140. But 
ſome traces of them are to be ſeen in our 
preſent copies of the writings of thoſe who 
are called apoſtolical Fathers, from their 
having lived in the time'of the apoftles, and 
being therefore. ſuppoſed to retain their 
doctrines, eſpecially as they were not men 
of a philoſophical education, It would 
certainly be a conſiderable argument in fa- 
vour of thoſe doctrines, if they had been 
certainly held by ſuch: men; but this can 
by no means be proved. For it is to be 
mne that, few as * apoſtolical Fa- 
thers 
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I. Cuxr. I. of the Apoftolical Fathers gg 
* thers are, their works are not come down 
to us as they wrote them, or rather, except 
a ſingle epiſtle of Clemens Romanus, which ö 
contains no ſuch doctrines as thoſe of the 
divinity or pre- exiſtence of Chriſt, the 
works that are aſcribed to them are almoſt 
entirely ſpurious, and the time of their 
compoſition is not eaſily aſcertained; 1 ſhall 
make a few obſervations on all of them 
that contain any trace of the docttines above 
mentioned. They are the ſuppoſed . 
of Barnabas, Hermas, and Ignatius. 1 

Though I am well ſatisfied that the ant 1 
genuine epiſtle of Clemens Romanus con- 
tains no ſuch doctrine as that of the dib i- | 
nity or pre- exiſtence of Chriſt, yet, becauſe 
it has been pretended that the latter, at 
leaſt, is found there, I ſhall produce the 
paſſage which has been alledged for this 
purpoſe, and make a few remarks upon it. 
„For Chriſt is theirs Who are humble, 
and not who exalt themſelves over his 
* flock. The ſceptre of the majeſty. of 
God, our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, came not in 
the ſhow of pride and arrogance, though 
" he could have done ſo, but with hu- 

* mility, 
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* cerning him.— To determine what this 


l on to cite the prophecies which deſcribe 


44 they as the Holy Sir tad before 


94 Te Aube, Boow'h 


+, ſpoken concerning him.“ 

This paſſage, however, is audbpi ex- 
plained, by ſuppoſing that Clemens alluded 
to Chriſt's coming as a public teacher, when, 
being inveſted with the power of working 
miracles, he never made anywoſtentatious 
diſplay of it, or indeed ever exerted it for 
1 own benefit in any reſpect. #7 

But it has been ſaid that the context de- 
termines the coming of Chriſt, of which 
Clemens ſpeaks to be from a pre- exiſtent 
ſtate. He came not, ſays Clemens, * in 
the pomp of pride and arrogance, al- 
though he had it in his power, but in 
„ humility, as the Holy Spirit ſpake con- 


« humility is, Clemens immediately goes 


„ the Meſſiah's low condition. The hu- 
* mility, therefore, of an ordinary condi- 


* Tanevigporey]or yap 9 0 xPiFes on t lp * 
To Toyo) au. Te oxnaIpy v pfyanuouiry Te deu, © 
Ruf nMay Noir v ners, un Nr oy Kou Te eaatontiae, 
xs vTipnoaues, xairip Svrajus: ©, NA TEXAUVIONO; 
xaos To aygvpe 70 eyun Styl able Nee. Seft. 16. 
P. 528 | 


« tion, 


Cnae. I. of the Aboſolcal Fathers TY 


« tion, is that in which it is ſaid the Meſ- 


« fiah came. The pomp, therefore, of a | 


« high condition, is the pomp in which 


« it is ſaid he came not, although he had 
« it in his power to come. The expreſſions, 


« therefore, clearly imply. that our Lord, 


„ere he came, had the power to chooſe 


« in what condition he would be born.“ 


But, if we conſider the prophecies which 
Clemens quotes, we ſhall find them to be 


not ſuch» as deſcribe the circumſtances of 


the birth of Chriſt, but only thoſe of hig 


public life and death ; the principal of them 


being, II. liii, which he quotes almoſt at | 
full length. This is certainly favourable 


to the ſuppoſition, that when Chriſt was 
in public, life, he made no oſtentatious 
diſplay of the extraordinary powers with 
which he was inveſted, and before he en- 


tered upon it, preferred a low condition to 


that of a great prince. 
The more ancient reading of Jerom is 
evidently favourabls to this interpretation of 


the paſſage. He read ale Seu, having 


all powver, which naturally alludes to the 


great power of which he became poſſeſſed 


after 


= 


9b The Anthavity As Bobs l. 
after the TW of the Spirit of God 8 
him at his baptiſm. | 
As to the phraſe coming, it is aha 4 to a N 
. the miſſion of any prophet, and it is ap- 
| plied to John the Baptiſt as well as to 
Chriſt, of which the following paſſages are 
examples. Matt. xi. 18, 19. John came 
' neither eating nor drinking, &c. Tie Sh of | © 
man came eating and drinking, Kei. 1. e. not 
locally from heaven, but as other pyliphets 
came from God. Chriſt ſays of John, 
Matt. xxi. 32. Jabn came unto you in the 
way of righteouſneſs. John the evangeliſt; 
400 ſays of my N 7. The fame cons 
for a witneſs, &c, 1 
Admitting that ſome one ; chatting 
in the prophecies which Clemens quotes, 
rigorouſly. interpreted, ſhould allude to the 
birth of Chriſt (though I ſee no reaſon to 
think ſo) we are not authorized to conclude 
that Clemens attended to that in particu- 
lar, but to the general ſcope of the whole, 
which is evidently deſcriptive of. his 0 
life only. 
In the ſecond ſection of this epiſtle we 
find the phraſe he /u ferings , God; but 
5 1 this 


#* 


5 


ena. of the Apoſtalical Fatbers. 9 
tzis is language ſo exceedingly ſhocking, 


and unſcriptural, that it is hardly poſſible 
to think that it could be uſed by any writer 
ſo near to the time of the apoſtles; and 
Junius, who was far from having my ob- 


| jeRtion to it, was of opinion that the whole 


* 


by any of the moderns, it 


paſſage was much corrupted, and that, in- 


—— der, . 8 
tever may 15 thought of this epiſtl 
it appeats that, 
after the council of Nice, it was not 
thought to be favourable to the orthodoxy 
of thoſe times. Photius, in his account of 
it, ſays that, it is liable to cenſure for three 
things, the laſt of which is, that ** ſpeak- 
ing of our high prieſt and maſter Jeſus 
« Chriſt, he did not make uſe of expreſ- 
* ſions ſufficiently lofty, and becoming a 
© God, though be no where 87 e 
* phemes him. 
Of the writings of the 4 apoſtolical 
Fathers, the epiſtle of Barnabas would cer= 
ole 1; wporaiy Tor nher was res Apr en, 
of Ta; Seomperas 1; waolepas ahmen opt aide peng. weg uY” 
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hkimſelf with the latter *. It is alſo evident 
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ial b bobeatictial to aging conſidera. 


tion, if it was genuine; but it is almoſt 
certainly ſpurious, and unqueſtionably i Ins, 


30 terpolated, beſides, that the time in which © 


it was written cannot be aſcertained; Pro- 
bably, however, it is not very ancient. My 
obſervations on this ſabje& will be s chiefly 


copied from the learned Jeremiah Jones, 


who, being a believer in the doctrine of the 
trinity, cannot be excepted wy I 
unfair judge in this caſe. - 0 

That the writer of this epiſtle was not 
Barnabas, the companion of Paul, who was 
2 Jew, but ſome Gentile, appears, he ſays, 
from the conſtant oppoſition between the 


Jes and the Gentiles in the courſe of the 


work, and from the writer always ranking 


from there being no Hebraiſms in the ſtyle 
of the work, and from its" being written 
after the deſtruction of Jeruſalem. For he 
ſpeaks of the temple as being then de- 
ſtroyed :, and it is highly improbable that 

Barnabas ſhould have rn 


Jones on che ain | 
+ SeR, 16. . 7 8 
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That this epiſtle was not, in early times, 
conſidered as the genuine production of 
Barnabas, the companion of Paul, appears 
from its not being found in any of the 
_ catalogygs of the canonical books of the 

New Teſtament *. It is, like wiſe, al maſt 
certain that this epiſtle could not be written 
by Barnabas, or indeed any reſpectable wri- 
ter, from the extreme weakneſs and ab- ä 
ſurdit of many parts of it, eſpecially from 0 
his finding in the two firſt letters of the 
name of Jeſus, and the figure of the c+oſs, 
the number 318, which he ſays, Was the 
number that Abraham circumciſed - (but 
which was the number of thoſe that Abra- 
bam armed, in order to purſue the'kings who 
had plundered Sodom) T, which makes the 
figure of the croſs being 300, in the Greek 
method of notation; and I H 18. This 
curioſity he ſpeaks” of as having been im- 
| parted to him by divine inſpiration, and as 
certain a truch as any that he had . 
. „ 0 
FRS . 
raf. Odd, o Tw map Twpeay Trs d ν aulls Neef £1 n. 1 
Ordeg ymowrepor gde a dun Bey. ava la, d abus tre | _ | 
9 * P. 30. by | | 1 
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The * of this i carries his 
allegorizing of the writings of Moſes ſo far 
as to aſſert that it was not his intention wo. 
' forbid the uſe of any. meats as unclean, but 
only to ſignify, bychis prohibitingghe fleſh | 
of certain animals, to avoid: the difpoſitions « 
for which they are remarkable. Mr. Jones 10 
| proceeds to mention ten inſtances "of. miſe". Bi 
takes and falſhoods in this epiſtle of Barna- 
bas, and ſays that it would be „ in 
ſtance; as many more. S. 
The age of this epiſtle cannot W * 
aſcertained... It is not mentioned. by Ire⸗ * 1 
næus, Juſtin Martyr, nagoras, Theo- 
philus, or Tertullian; but. it is quoted by 
Clemens Alexandrinus. It is not, theres / 
fore, certain that this epiſtle is oldet than 
Juſtin Martyr, and therefore, it is of little 
conſequnce whether the writer held the 
doctrine of the err of n r 
not. | 1 2 | | 
At whatever time 48 epiltle was v writs ' 
tons it is evidently interpolated. Two 
paſſages in the Greek, which aſſert tis 
pre- exiſtence of Chriſt, are omitted in — 
ancient Latin verſion of it. And can, | 


* 


in 
re 
T; 
L 
ar 
& 
V 
N 


a = 


Y ak 


* 
” 


i= 


cure. | of the ee, ie 


ſuppoſed that that verſion was publiſhed in 
an age in which ſuch an omiſſion was likely 
to be made? Both the interpolations. are 
in ſect. 6. where we now read thus: For 
« the ſgripture ſays concerning us, as he 
« ſays, to the Son. Let us make man ac- 
«cording to our image, and our likeneſs . 
But the ancient Latin verſion correſpond- 
4. ing to $ paſſage'is ſimply this, As ſays 
6c the ripture, Let us make man, &. “ 
0 Aga, in the ſame ſection, after 2 
ing from Moſes, Increaſe and multiply, and | 
+ repleniſh the earth, the Greek copy has 
Theſe things to the Yor t; but in the old 
Latin verſion the clauſe is wholly omitted; 
and, certainly, there is no want of it, or of 
the ſimilar clauſe w the former paſſage, 
with reſpect to the general object of the 
vriter. Theſe „ The to me e evident | 
marks of interpolat 
In another paſſage, God is ebestes 4 
ſpeaking to the den on the day bęfore 'the 


* Arya yap n pan. «rep nas, a5 Mes Tay Tonrwjs 8a 


tama x; Nad qu wv, Toy 
7 Sicut dicit ſcriptura, r 


s making 
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making 'of the world *; but this is in that | Mg 
part of the epiſtle of which the original is 
loſt, and it is by no means improbable, that 
cis verſion may have been interpolated, ag 
Ks do Won Das > 
reaſons. -_ 
I be paſſage that ls the leaſt like . 
interpolation, and which yet, ſpeaks of 
Chriſt as pre-exiſting, is one in which he 
is repreſented as regulating the Je 
tual, and having a view to himſelf in 
frame of it. Speaking of the obligation & 
the prieſts to faſt, he ſays, “ This the Lord 


* 


** ordered becauſe he himſelf was to offer * 
« for our fins the veſſel of his ſpirit, and e. 
* alſo that the type by Iſühe, who. was' to ir 
% have been offered, might be fulfilled .“ K 
He alſo gives it as a reaſon; why the n 1 Is 
only ſhould eat the inwards, not waſhed | 1 
with vinegar, that he knew that they \ 2 
*, would give him vinegar mixed with gall be. 
6 to drink, to ſhew that he was to ſuffer > 


.* Die ante conflitationem ſeculi, ſeR. 5. p. 61. 
' 0 Eptleourts xupuc; * ert naw ane, Tov nuclops a wi 
Exeuog TR puke nſhrs Serie 7 on te rome 4 
em Ioaax, Tu uc ir. er TTY. 
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for them 8. A little alteration in the 


words of this paſſage would make it ſpeak 
of God as ordering this with a view to 


Chriſt. As it ſtands, however, it certainly 


conveys, the idea of the pre-exiſtence of 


Chriſt, and of his having been the framer 
of the Jewiſh conſtitution. | But what cer - 


tain inference can be drawn from this, 


When it is conſidered that the work was 


not written by the companion of Paul, and 


that it cannot be proved to be older * 
the writings of Juſtig, Martyr ? : | 


The ſuppoſed author of the Jeine ola, 
which contains the do&tine of the pre- 


exiſtence of Chriſt, is Hzkmas, mentioned | 
in the cogcluſign of Paul's epiſtle to the 


Romans. His work, entitled the Shepberd, 
is quoted by Irenzus, though not by name. 

The ſentence. which he cites is as follows; 
The ſeripture, therefore, well ſays, in the 


firſt place believe that there is one God, 


«who 3 and eſtabliſhed all things, 
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9 he Ries them out of nothing'®, ”.wh 
is found i in Hermas +. But we have only 


Latin tranſlation of Hermas, and, there- 
3 cannot be quite ſure that the worde 


were the ſame. The ſenſe of them is cer» 


- tainly found in what are properly called: the 
ſcriptures, and I do not know that Irenzus 
ever quotes any other book by this title, 


except thoſe which we now characterize in 
that manner. He quotes no other author, 
I believe, without mentioning either his 
name, or ſome ti 
ciently deſcriptive oF him. 


Though this book 6f Hermas is 2 


with reſpect by ſome of the more early Fa- 


thers, it is treated with contempt by the later 


ones, as Le Clerc, who thought it genuine, 
obſerves}. Tertullian fays-of this work of 


Hermas, it is rejected as ee oy all the 


8 eee RN 


ug 8550 o eng, o ra wende ho, N xalagloa;, V uh, n Ty jul 
e ug To tnt Te wane. Lib. 4. chap. 37. p. 330. 


| + Primum omnium, crede quod unus eſt Deus, qui om- 
nia creavit, & conſummavit, & ex nihilo omnia fecit. Lib, 


2. M. 1. p. 85. 
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„vor circumſtance, ſuffi. 
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2 6880 of the churches * 3 and it Was 
declared to be apocryphal under Pope Ge- 
laſius, A D. 494. It is, indeed, a work 
highly unworthy of the apoſtolical age, the 
contents of it being weak and, fapliſh in the 
extreme, to ſay nothing of its pretefided 
vi/ions, which looks as if the writer deſigned 
to impoſe them upon the world for ſome- 
thing elſe than his own inventions. "Thoſe * 
who deny the authenticiry of this work, 
generally aſcribe it to another Hermas, or 
Hermes, brother of Rage Pius, about the 
year 146, which is After the time of Juſtin 
Martyr, «+ * 
The pre- exiſtence 4 Chriſti is certainly | 
referred to in/this work. Por the writer, 
ſpeaking of an old rock and a new gate, 
and hk aſked the reaſon of it, ſays, it 
* repreſents the Son of God, who is older 
* than the creation, ſo that he was preſent 
„with the Father when the world was 


“made .“ Hes alſo ſays, ab name of the 


* Ab omni 5 eccleſiarum inter = AR et 
falſa judicatur. De Pudicitia, cap. 10. p. 363. 
+ Petra hæc, et porta qui ſunt ? Audi, inquit: Pe- 
N Fu, Files Uei,of Quonam pacto. in- 


* quam, 
" * 


« Son af, God, is great e TRL Ms its at? 
the whole world is ſuſtained by it *,” 
But this language might be figurative, 
lowever, the uncertainty, to ſay the leaſt, 
with reſpect to the age of this work, is ſuf. 
ficient to overthrow the authority of the 
evidence which it might furniſn for the 
early date of doctrine of the pre- exiſtence 
1 of Chriſt, without, having tecoutſe to inter- 
1 | polation, Which few: writings of fo carly/an 
age have eſcaped, 0 
The only writ des theſe; that [habe 
any occaſion to menten, is IoNATIus, biſ. 
hop of Antioch, whdÞ on his journey to 
Rome, where he ſuffered martyrdomiunder 
4:Exajan, wrote ſeveral epiſtlesz and many beat · 
ing his name are now extant. But of theſe, a 
great part are univerſally allowed to be ſpu- 
rious, and the reſt are ſo much interpolated,” 


* that they cannot an with abe for 
* > 

” Domine, petra; vetus eſt, parts @ autem nova! A 

a inquit, inſipiens. & intellige. Filjus quidem Dei omni 


creatura aitiquior eſt, ita ut in conſilio Patri ſuo adfuerit 
ad condendam creaturam. Lib. 3. ſect. 12, p.15. 


1 7 Nomen Filii Dei, magnum & immenſum eſt, & to- * 
tus ab co ſuſtentatur orbis. Lib. 3 ſet. 14 p- 8 16. Wr 
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day purpaſe;? Dr. Lardner, who thinks that 
the ſmalle epiſtles are in the main genuine, 
ſays , if there be only ſome few ſenti- | 
ments and expreſſions which ſeer-incon= 0 

* ſiſtent with the true age of Ignatius, it is 
more reaſonable to ſuppoſe them to be ad 

« ditions, than to reject the epiſtles them- 

« ſelves entirely ; eſpecially in-this-ſcarcity 
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of copies which we labour under. As the 5 
* interpolations M the larger EpiftleFaro | '* 


* _ 
————— — 


« plainly the work of ſome Arian, fo even | 
« the ſmaller epiſtleWhgy have been tem- 

« pered with by the Arias, or the ortho- 1 

e dox, or both, though I do not affirm that "as it | 
« thefe are in them any pes, cor- WA 
e ruptzons oratterations.” n 8 3 | 1 f 
Salmaſius,*Blondd; and Daille, re dee. WM 
cided that all the epiſtles are ſpurious ; and, M f 
le Sueur, after having given an acedünt „ 
the whole matter, ſayss thut the laſt * wy 
them, viz. Mr. Daillé, has clearly proved 
that the firſt, or ſmall collection of Igna- 7 . 

, tius's epiſtles was forged about the» begin- 


ning of the bann — or two . 


. | 1 
3 2 * x | 4 
The Autbirity'\ Boos I, 


Ared years after the death of 1 and 
that the ſecond, or larger collection, was 
IP beginning of the ſixth century, 
Ignatius not being quoted by Euſebius, 
or the writer whoſe work he cites, among 
ancient authorities for the doctrine of the 
divinity of Chriſt, is alone a ſufficient Ar 
that no paſſage favourable to it was to be 
found in the epiſtles of Ignatius in bis time: 


Jortins ſays, * «.ThoygWthe ſhort epiſtles * 

46 are on many accounts preferable to the | 1 * 

1 */Jarger, yet Lin not affirm that they FI 
* haye undergone no alteration at all .. " 

. +  Reauſobre thinks that the pureſt of Igna - re 


tjus's epiſtles have been interpolated 7. d 
5 For my own part, J ſcruple not > lay, 

that there never were more evident marks 
of interpolation in any writings than are . 


LY 
be found in theſe, genuine epiftles, as they ** % t 
called, of Ignatiugggthough I-am — wr 

to allow, on re-conſidering them, that, e- i * 
cluſive of manifeſt interpolation, there may. ; 


be a grquind work of antiquity in them, 


Remarks on Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory, vol, xi . 365. = | 
1 Hiſtoire de 8 1.5. 58. 1 
' 4 ! he y 
jo 2 x The- 
2 7 22 «4 "+ . 5 * 


8 


4 : = . 5 
41 'S | x * 


The famous paſſage in Joſephus concerning 
Chriſt in not a more evident, interpolation 
than many in theſe epiſtles of Ignatius. 

A paſſage in theſe epiſtles on which 
much ſtrels has been laid, as referring; to 
the precexiſtence of, Chriſt, is the follow. 
ing; * There is one phyſician, fleſhly and 
« ſpiritual; begotten and unbegotten, in the 

«: fleſh made Gad, in immortal life eternal, 
both of Mary and of God, firſt Auttering 
« and then impaſhible *.”. Theodoret read 
the paſſage, - nee begotten of 
him that was unbegotten,” and in other 

reſpects this paſſage is neither clear nor 
deciſive. 1 

It will weigh much; with many perſgny, 5 | 
in favoyr of the gepuineneſs of the. piece 

. aſcribed to Barnabas, Hermas, and' Igna- r | l 

„ tius, that Dr: Lardner was inclined do ad- 9 
mit it. But it mu obſetved, and I ' - 

4 would do it with all poſſible reſpect far, ſo ü 

| fair and candid a writer, that the object of . 3 

his work might, unperceived by mf, - þ ” of 
Es ches u- cage 78 g @oruuating;, yung 4; rye 

be uy ey ade ton dun, I en Mapiag g n 

der, vpe wu og x) cult ama. r . 
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his perpelt which, was to ptove that of the 
books of the New Teſtament, b . the quo- 


ö | 8 
„ J _ 
. ” 
bs 
1 * 4 1 
# 4 . 


110 The Principe of the Yoon: [: Cx 
bias Kit A little in favour of their ge- | ſot 


nuineneſs; as their evidence was uſeful to ex 


tation of, them in early write Other C 
men as learned #4 Dr. Lardner, Aud even ti 
firm believers in the doctrines of the pre- in 

' exiſtence and the divinity of Chriſt, have w 
not ſcrupled to pronounce. all the work 50 
above · mentioned to be ſpurious. Theſe * 
eircumſtances conſidered, the reader muſt 0 
form his own judgment of the value of is 
any n Sava x from them,” 5 p 
"Wit 13Þ a 0 

* | h 

$i +. = 12 t 

3 44: 55 2 4 7 
. OY» E A P. 1. „ 
97 the Principles Wi Oriental Pines. 1 k 

ö 1* order clearly to ideeſtand the nate N 
and origin of thoſe corruptions of chriſ- | 
tianity which now remain, it will be pro- | 
Tha conifider thoſe which took their riſe | 


5 __ * r Te and Wy bore 


* 8. ſome pe 
4 ” '% 4 
+ 
* . + 
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ſome relation to them, though they are now 

extinct, and therefore, on that account, are 

not, of themſghves, deſerving of much no- 

tice. The doctrine of the depiction of 
Chriſt, which overſpread- the whale chrifs + 

tian world, and which is ſtill the prevail- . 

ing opinion in all ' chriſtian countries (but 

which is digmetrically oppoſite to the ge- 


ine principles of chriſtianity; and the 
hole ſyſtem of revealed religion) was pre- 
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ceded by that ſyſtem of doctrines which | | 
is generally called "Gnofticiſm, For theſe | i 9 
principles were introduced in the very age 5 | 3 
of the apoſtles, and conſtituted the only {Hh ' 3 
hereſy that we find to hade given any alarm | 1 
to them, or to the chriſtian world in gen ll 
ral, for two or-t ee: centuries. „ 
That theſe principles of the Onoſtics · 

were juſtly conſidered in a very ſerious b 
2 we evidently e by the writs 4 


; ings of the apoſtles. For that the h 
trines which — reprobated were 

the very ſame with thoſe ter- 
wards aſcribed to the Gnoſtics, cannqꝶ but 
be evident ta ever — com- | 


pare them in the we eee 
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49 The Printiples of the 3 0 
The authority c of the apoſtles, which, in all 
its force, Was directly pointed againſt the 
principles of theſe Gnoſtics, ſeems to have 
borne them down for a copſiderable time, 
ſo that ghey made no great figure till te 
reign of Adrian, in the beginning of the 
ſecond century. But at that time, ſome 
i perſons of great eminence, ang very diſtin- 4 
guiſhed abilities, having adopted the Game} 
or very ſimilar principles, the ſect revived, 
and in a remarkably ſhort age, of u 
became very prevalent | 
The principles of Gnoſticiſm wick be 
Jooked for in thoſe of the philoſophy of 
the times, eſpecially that which was moſt 
| prevalent i in the Eaſt; and as much of this 
philoſophy as is ſufficient to expläin the 
general principles of the Gnoſtics, is cafily 
deduced from the accounts that we have. 
of that hereſy. Alſo the Greek philoſophy, 
haying been originally derived from that 4 
of the orientals, and having always rethilſeg | 
- "the? ſame fundamental doctrines, wich _ - 
very,gonfiderable variations, and thoſe cafily 
. diſtinguiſhed; is another guide to us in our 
inveſtigation of this ſubje&t. | 
8-4 But 
1 8 | * 


8 


3 wo 


ua. H. Oriental Philoſophy. 173 


But we have happily preſerved to: us oe 


work of a ſingular conſtruction, in which 
the principles of this phil6ſophy are repre- 
ſented ſuch as they were before they were 


incorporated into chriſtianity, ba writer 


tolerably near to the time of the firſt 
promulgation of it, at leaſt as near to it as 
any other certain acedunt of the principles 
of the Gnoftics, except what may be col- 
lected from the New Teſtament itſelf. 
And what makes this work an unique , of its 
kind, and therefore more deſerving” of our. 
notice, is that it appears to have been written 
by a perſon who was unqueſtionably an uni- 
tarian; whereas every other account that is 
now extant of the'principles of the Gnoſtics, 
or of thoſe from which: they were derived, 
is from perſons who were either trinita- 
rians, or had adopted thoſe principles which 
afterwards led to the docttine of the trinity. 


The work I mean, is the Clementine Ho- 


niles, | written probably about the time of 
Juſtin Martyr ;-and it is pretty remarkable, 
that the! author of the Cl-mentines, asf the. 
work is generally ealled, does not appear 
to have known any thing of Juſtinꝰs does 
Vor. I. I „ 
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trine of the perſonification of the Jogos; which 
was borrowed from Platoniſm and yet in 


of every other ſyſtem that made any conſi- 
derable figure in thoſe times. The au« 


thot himſelf appears to have been well ac. 


quainted with philoſophy, and has evidently 
botrowed from it a variety of opinions, 


which are ſufficiently abſurd. It may, 


therefore, be preſumed, that this writer, 
who was a man of learning and ability, well 
acquainted with the different ſyſtems, that 


ments by which they were ſupported, had 
never heard of any ſuch doctrine; and that 
no queſtions relating to religion were much 
agitated in his time by chriſtians, "except 
againſt the brathens on the ohe hand, and 


the Gnoftics on the other. Of all theſe 


a very full detail is given in this work, 
in which ſpeakers are introduced on both 


fides, who exhibit in the beſt light dhe 


principles of their reſpective ſyſtems. 
It is poſſible that this writer might be 


miſtaken in his account of the opinions of 
perſons who lived about a * before 


1 his 


the compaſs of his work there is an account - 


=_ 


| prevailed. in his time, and with the argu« - 
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his time, and it is evident he. has" aſcribed 
to Peter ſeveral opinions which he could 
not have entertained; but he would na- 
turally (fince he muſt have wiſhed to gain 
ctedit to his theological ramancr; for Auch 

his work properly is) endeavour to give to 
every perſonage introduced into it ſuch 
opinions and arguments as he thought 
would paſs for theirs. Since, "however, 
this is the only account that We have of 
the tenets of thoſe oriental philoſophers ſo 
near to the time in which their doctrines 
were moſt in vogue, I ſhall give a ſeparate 
view of them as they are exhibited in this 
work ; and it will be ſeen, that the prin- 
ciples here aſcribed to Simon Magus, were. 
in general the very ſame with thoſe which 
were afterwards entertained by the chriſtian 
Gnoſtics, though Simon/is not here repre- 
ſented as a chriſtian, but an open apo 
of chriſtianity. » 

Beauſobre ſays that this work is a — 4 
written romance, compoſed by a chriſtian 
philoſopher who wiſhed to publiſh his theo- 
logy under the names of Peter A 


* Hiſtoire de Manicheiſme, vol. L. p- . 
* 12 Cotelerius, 
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116 The Principles of the Box . 
Cotelerius, the editor, ſays, that *thouph 
t abounds with trifles and errors, Which 


had their ſource in a half chriſtian phi- 


Joſophy and hereſy, eſpecially that of 


the Ebionites, it may be read with ad- 
vantage, both on account of the elegante 


of the ſtile, and the various learning that 


it / contains, and likewiſe for the bettet 
2 underſtanding the doQtine of the un 


s hereties *. * S 8 4 * 


* * 8 


It was an apiaion deiy „enen 
chriſtians; that Simon Magus was "the 

«« father of all hereſy,” and it is probable 
ory the opinions Which he maintained, 
being adopted by chriſtians; were the true 
Haurce of thoſe hereſies which went under 
the general name of Gnoſticiſm. Thus 
much may be learned from the work be- 
fore us, in which Peter is repreſented as 
laying, There will be, as: the Lord laid, 


nine 

» Et vero quæ 4 Clementina, licet nugis. licet, erro- 

188 ſcatent, a ſemichriſiana philoſophia, et hereſi, pre- 

cipue Ebionitica, profectis, non ſine fructu tamen legentur, 

tum propter elegantiam ſermonis, turn multiplicis doc · 

trinæ cauſa, tum denique mn . 
He a e 65 - 
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« falſe apoſtles, falſe prophets, hereſies, pre · " 
« tenſions to; power, which, as I conjec- 
« ture,, have their origin from Simon, WhO 
« blaſphemes God, and who will concur 
« with him in ſpeaking; theſe. things againſt 
Gods.“ | 8 

This simon i is ted as : kavine 8 
planted one Doſitheus, who preceded him 
as a teacher of the ſame doctrines . The 
ſucceſſor of Simon was Menander, whoſe 
diſciple was Saturninus of Antioch, and he 


was followed by Baſilides of Alexandria . | 


Theſe were the firſt chriſtian Gnoſtics. — 

The age of Simon Magus is fixed by the 
hiſtory. of the book of Acts, in which 
mention is made of his interyiew with 
Peter. The ſevere reproof given him by 
peter, might be ſuppoſed to have ſilenced 
him; but he is —_— as being inde- 


* Eonjla yap, os o xopoy ey, Yevkerorn, pods apap, 
accu, p ee * as TIVES, ag cu WO ru Toy deo M 
ales Lyne; m apxw Maeda ty Te ana To Tan kala r 
ome, nn 

+ Hom. 2. ſect. 24. p. 627. 
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ſented as ſaying, © If God be che author 
only of what is good, we muſt-conclude 
either that evil has ſome other origin, or 


| FAD 


: 
* ' 


uns The Princip b of the Box I. 
fatigable in teaching his opinions after- 
wards, Theodoret ſpeaks of him as ſowing 
his heretical thorns when Paul was _ 


his ſecond epiſtle to Timothy #. 


were theſe, viz. That matter is the ſource 


of all evil, that the ſupreme being was not 
the maker of the world, that men had ſouls 
| ſeparate from their bodies, and that theſe 


ſouls had pre-exiſted. And it muſt be 
owned that the reaſoning by which the 


authors of. this philoſophy had been led 
to adopt theſe principles were. very ſpe · 


cious. It was a fundamental maxim with 
the oriental philoſophers, as it alſo was with 
Plato, who borrowed from them, that the 
ſupreme being is perfectly good, and there- 
fore that he could not be the author of any 
thing evi/, In this work Simon is repre- 


* Lquoy ntalo nr cn, To n Tas ande alen 
au dag. In 2 Tim. ii. 8. Opera, vol. 3. p. 497- Das 
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The great principles of the oriental pi. | 
Joſophy, as far as they affected chriſtianity 


* & 


nat. II. Oriental Philoſophy. 119 
Achat it is unoriginated e.“ It is on this 
ſubject that he is repreſented as ſpeaking 
with the greateſt confidence, ſaying to Pe- 


ter, Since. you acknowledge, from the 
«« (criptures, that there is an evil being, tell 
eme how he was made, if he was made, 


« and by whom, and for what purpoſe +,” 
But as it is evident that there is much 


evil in the world, and the principles of it 


ſeem to be interwoven into the very conſti- 
tution of nature, theſe philoſophers con- 


cluded that the viſible univerſe muſt have 


had ſome other author, who muſt either 
have been derived from the Supreme Being, 
or have been eternal and ungerived. 
latter, however, was ſo bold an hypotheſis, 
that it does not ſeem to have bern adopted 
very early. At leaſt, the more general opi- 
nion was, that matter only had been eter- 
nal, and that its nature was ſuch, as that no- 
thing perfectly good could be made out of 
# Ouuuy & 0 J80; pany Twv xahuy allicg gry, Te 2TE T1 85W Ihe, 


" ck ro q rim agen, e aypale xo. Ham. 
9. ſets 1. p. 743+ 
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it; ſo that, however it might be 'modified 


by the Supreme Being, every ſyſtem into 


which it entered muſt nnn, contain 


within itſelf the ſeeds of evlll. 

In the fame ſyſtem it was generally y- 
poſed that all intelligence had only. one 
ſource, viz, the divine mind; and to help 


out the doctrine concerning the origin of 


* it was imagined, that though the Di- 
vine Being himſelf was eſſentially and per- 


fectly good, thoſe intelligences, or ſpirits, 
which were derived from him, and eſpe- 


cially thoſe which were derived from them, 


were capable of depravation. It was far- 
ther imagined, that the derivation of theſe 
inferior intelligent beings from the ſupreme 
was by a kind of ux, or emanation, a part 


of the ſubſtance being detached from the 
reſt, but capable of being abſorbed into it 


again. To theſe intelligences, derived me- 
diately or immediately from the divine 
mind, the authors of this ſyſtem did not ſeru- 


ple to give the name of gods, thinking ſome 


of them capable even of creative power, that 
is, a power of modifying matter : for crea- 
tion out of nothing was an idea that they never 

| x 1 enter= 
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entertained. In this work Simon Magus 
ſuppoſes two of theſe inferior gods to have 
been ſent out by the Supreme God, and that 
one of them made the viſible world, and 

the other gave the law to the Jews. 


As theſe divine intelligences were capable 


of animating the bodies of men, it was ſup- 
poſed that this was occaſionally done by 
them, as well as that all ſouls had come 
into this world from a pre- exiſtent ſtate, 
and generally for the puniſhment of of- 
fences committed in that ſtate. Simon 
himſelf claimed to be one of thoſe. ſupe- 


rior powers; as it is [likewiſe ſaid; that he 


maintained his wife, Helena to be another 
of them. We read, Acts viii. 9. that he 
ſaid, that he himſelf was ſome great one, 
and the people ſaid of him, ver. 10, He is 


the great power of God. In this work like- 


wiſe, he claims to be a great porver, dans, 
even ſuperior to the Being that made the 
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of corruption in himſelf *. In another 


.  cipal, or ö expmnien GH6"O 


* if they muſt be called gods, what great 


„% Ck 


world; and he intimates, that he Was 4 
Chriſt, or a perſon anointed, or ſet apart for 
ſome great office, calling himſelf vs, as if 
he ſhould always continue, having no cauſe 


place he calls himſelf the Son of God +, 
meaning, probably, that he was ſome prin- 


Supreme Being. 0 

When, upon this l Simon wel 
for argument's ſake, infinuate that Jeſus 
Chriſt, being called the Son of God, and faid 
to proceed from bim, muſt therefore claim to 
be a god, Peter replied that, upon this 
principle, all ſouls, which are the breath 
* of God, muſt be gods; and, 'fays he, 


matter is it for Chriſt to be a god in 
«« that ſenſe, as he has no advantage over 


a te. 
ru Toy d Ah Seu. enols Is Y xpiror ca aumooouenc, erula 
v aryopevel. Tauln d Tn wpoowropa N lat, ws Fn rnoouer; an, 
x) ailazay Poa, To ch Terry, we Nav. O Ae Yeo Toy Abele 
Tay x00Poy, aveloley cm eye. Hom. 2. ſect. 22. p. 626. 


L. N 2) 76 0aPa; denim jen rmW7, nes dais amen Shen 
Hom. 18. ſect. 7. p. 739. 
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„others. This, 1 would obſerve; is a 
very different kind of anſwer from what 
would have been given by a trinitarian, or 
one who had adopted the doctrine a5 the 
perſonification 'of the logos. 

No other peculiar principles of Simon's 
appear in this piece, except that he denied 
the reſurrection ꝙ, which was alſo done by 
all the chriſtian Gnoſtics afterwards. They 
had too bad an opinion of matter, and con- 
ſequently of the body, which was compoſed 
of it, to think the reſurrection a rey 
thing. | * 

It may not be poſſible to e every 
thing that might have been urged by the 
patrons of this oriental philoſophy in its 
favour ; but we may eaſily perceive in this 
work, that the principal ſources” of their 
miſtakes were ſuch as have been repre. 
ſented above, eſpecially their fixed perſua- 
fon concerning the pure benevolence of the 
Supreme Being; conſidering what their 
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idea of this: pute benevolence was. Fot it 
was ſuch as was, incompatible with Juflice ; 
. ſo that. the very admiſſion that. God was. , 
was with them a proof that he was not that 
good being whom e placed at the head of | 
| the univerſe, DG Res 
In this work Simon 3 cc 111 is 1 .pro- 
65/0 « perty of men to be ſome. good, and others 
e bad, but it belongs to God to be unmixed 
good “.“ Again, he ſays, « You muſt 
« ſay that the Creator either was a law. 
ec ' giver, or not. If he Was a law-giver, he 
* was juſt; but if juſt, he was not good; 
and if ſo, Chriſt, preached. another god, 
„ „hen he ſaid, There ts none ie good but one, 
4 that is God +.” 

Though Simon waned himſelf; an enemy 
to chriſtianity, he nevertheleſs undertook to 
prove the truth of his ſyſtem with reſpe& 

to the maker of the world from the ſerip- 
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tures, as an argument ul homintin to Peter 
and the Jews; alledging, as a proof that 


there was another god beſides the Su- 
preme, the imperfections of Adam, WhO 
was made after the image of this god; 


his being puniſhed by being caſt out of 
paradiſe; God's ſaying, Let us deſtend to ei 


what is doing in Sodom ; Let us: caff out 
Adam, left be ſhould rat of rb tree of lifes and 
live. for ever; his ſaying that he repented of 
bis making: man, that he ſmelled'a ſweet, ſa-. 
your, and chat he tempted Abraham 
£4 % 137 re + ery A 3m 
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1 Prutihu of th Boox. 1, 
Al theſe circumſtances be thought to be 
provfs either of imperfection, ignorunce, envy, 
vice, or ſeverity, in the being who is ſtiled 
God, and who is ſuppoſed to be the maker 
and governor of the world; ho, therefore 
could not be the ſupreme being, becauſe 
he is omniſcient, and _ e R 
a dd IE 
As a een 50 56 he 
ese 0 there being more gods than 
one, and that the great God was not of- 
fended at it, Simon alledges God's ſaying; 
« Adam is become one of us.” The P 
pent's ſaying, Je. ſhall be as gods;“ 
being, ſaid, .** Thou ſhalt not curſe bl 
«© gods, nor ſpeak. evil of the ruler of thy. 
„people. The gods who have not 
% made the heavens and the earth ſhall 
« periſh,” &c. Which he fays implied 
that there were other Gods who had | 
made the heavens and the earth. The 
© Lord thy God, he is God of gods F. | 
_ Who is like unto. thee, 0 Lord, * 


© 


8 — 


r Dent. x. 1 
1 % is < ** the 


oOnental Philofoghy. ay 
« the: Gods. The Lord ſtandeth in che 


. congregatiori of the Gods 
He likewiſe pretended to bring proofs 


CAP. II. 


of his doctrine from the New Teſtament: 
other God befides him that is ſupremely 
good, Simon alledges Chritt's ſaying No 
man kneweth the Father But the Son unf 
him to whom the Son ſhall reveal bim; 48 
if, before this time, the Father had been 
unk now to all. He alſo aſſerted, -thie 
Chriſt repteſeats one God 4b 4 juſt and 
fevers being, 5d not a good one F. | 
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were anſwered. in the age in which, they 
5 were urged. With reſpect to the general 
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128 _\The Principles f the Boo J. 
It cannot be worth while at this day to 
give a ſerious anſwer to ſuch arguments as 
theſe; but it may not be amiſs to ſniew in 
what manner, and on what principles, they 


ſyſtem of theſe philoſophers, viz. that the 
ſupreme being, or the God of gods, cin 
produce other beings who may be properly 
called gods by generation, the latter being as 
it were, the ſont of the former, Peter ſays, 


It is the property of the Father to be 


« unbegotten, and of the Son to be be- 
* gotten; but that which is begotten can- 
« not be compared with that which is un- 
e begotten, or ſelf begotten.” Simon fays, 


Are they not the ſame on account of ge- 


« eration ? meaning probably, their being 
produced from the very ſubſtance of the 
Father. Peter anſwered, © He who is not 
in all reſpects, the ſame with any ons 


dene es TW dinge To Tapes kaun, vn berg us, 


male PoCnIm , oO exducals g apaCouey dene dee, 


daun aalen Th Pura cuuſ ven, E in araber Hom. 13. ſect. 45. 
p 730 Beg” 4 


* * 


"In 


cas ll, " ket 
cannot be entitled; to the ſame appells- 


« tion*.” He alſo ſays, according to the 


philoſophy of the age, that © the ſouls 
« of men are immortal, being from the 


« breath of God, and therefore of the ſame . 


s ſubſtance with him, but that they are 
« not therefore gods f. 


ot 


This is by no means 9 an n as 


one of the orthodox Fathers would have 


made. On the contrary, they always 
pleaded the propriety of the logos; being 
called God, and for the ſame reaſon that 
Simon here alledges, viz; his being ge- 


nerated from God, and therefore, of his be- 


Nicene creed. In this work Peter is. repre- 


ſented ag being more ſcrupulous. how he 
applied the term G  ,. ** Wherefore,” 
lays he, above all things conſider that 
++ * 
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130 The Principles f the Boon I. 
none reigns with him, nor is any one en- 
* titled to the ed f of God beſts 
e himfelf*” 

© Equally unlike the e of the ca- 
tholics is Peter's reply to the arguments of 
Simon from the Old Teſtament. In an- 

ſwer to what he alledged from the phraſe, 
Des "us mate man, viz. that #wo or more 
ere implied, and not one only, Peter 
fays, “ It is one who faid to his own 

«« wiſdom, Let us make man. For this 
© wiſdom is his own Spirit, always re- 
«* joicing with him, and it is united as a 
« ſoul to God, and is extended from him 
<« as a hand that maketh all things .“ Ace- 
cording to the reaſoning of this unitarian, 
God was only repreſented by Moſes as 
holding's foliloquy with himſelf, and not a8 
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ſpeaking to afothits intelligent perſon, which 
the orthodox Fathers ſuppoſed, His com- 
paring the wiſdom of God to a hand ex- 
tended from him, was agreeable to the 
ideas of all the philoſophical unitarians of 
| the _— ages, as "WU be ſeen in its * 


Wich (che to the term God, Peter | is 
repreſented as replying, that it ĩs ſometimes 
uſed in the ſcriptures in an inferior ſenſe, 
ſo that angels, and even men, may be called 
Gods ; but that this was far from amount- 
ing to the acknowledgment of ſuch gods as 
Simon contended for. Peter alledges, that 
angels are ſometimes called gods, and in- 
ſtances in him who ſpake in the buſh, and 
him who wreftled” with Jacob. He alſo 
obſerves that Mofes is callec a God to 
Pharoah, though he was no more than a 

To us, he. ſays, there is one 
God, who made all things, and governs 
* all things, whoſe Son Chriſt is*.” And 
whereas Simon had inſinuated that, accord - 
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falſe gods, even though they ſhould: work 
_ miracles, Chriſt ought to have been rejected 
as a falſe prophet, or another god, Peter 


= nay ay 7 
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N be Principles of the *Boox l, 


ing to the rule laid down by Moſes, to'dif. 


tinguiſh the prophets of the true God from 
thoſe who. ſhould: ſpeak in the name of 


ſays, Our Lord never ſaid that there was 
* any other God beſides him that made 


« all things, nor did he ever call himſelf 


«God; but he pronounced him bleſſed 
«© who called him the Sn of Gods. 


Had not this curious piece of antiquity 


been imperfect, and even been broken off in 
the very midſt of the principal diſputation 


between Peter and Simon, we might have 
known more concerning the ſtate” of the 
reaſoning between the unitarian chriſtians, 


and the oriental philoſophers +. In * 


0 aper naw, dl des bee Sete =P, J 


ayla, Me auloy Seo amen anryopeuey * vioy Ir dex, 74 Ta nn Na- 
vent Y-, Toy gr, dil, W 3 
ſect. 15. p. 728. 

lt is probable, however, thin we do noc lait 25 by 
this mutilation, as the Recognitions are entire, and this work 
Dr. Lardner ſuppoſes to have been only another, and 8 
later edition of the Homilies. He thinks ſo becauſe it s 
more finiſhed and artificial. Both the works, he thinks, 


were 


a 
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manner, and on what principles, the ortho- 
dox chriſtians reaſoned upon theſe W 
we have abundant information. 

As this work is the only one that is uni. 
verſally allowed to be written by an uni- 
 tarian, in ſo early a period *, I ſhall con- 
clude this article with citing from it a few 
more paſſages expreſſive of the unitarian 
principles. The whole church, he 
ſays, (may be compared to a large ſhip, 
„which carries a great number of men, 
* who are deſirous of going to inhabit a 
« city of. ſome good ſtate, through a violent 
« tempeſt. Let the proprietor of this ſhip 
* be God, and the governor” (or maſter) 
_ « Chriſt, the ſteerſman the (biſhop, the 
allora the preſbyters, &c.5” And Chriſt 
were originally Ebionite, and therefore, that if there be any 
Acne in them, it has doxn incerpelnted, Crocus 
vol. 2, p: $12, ho 

* Beauſobre Gerets that the nutbor of the Tale «of 
the twelve Patriarchs was an Ebionite, and this appears to 
have been written in a very early period: Others think 
it to have been the work of a Jew; and that * 
altered by a chriſtian. 
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is repreſented as joining with the reſt in 
praying to God for a proſperous voyage o. 


| Tag xalnxzou, Ta; emibalay to Tuy adixpur ge-, ww Buby o x- 


The demiurgus of the Gnoſtics was not 
the ſupreme being, but an inferior one, and 


according to the catholics, it was the logos, 
or Chriſt; but in this work the ſupreme 


being himſelf is repreſented as the demi- 


urgus, or the immediate creator of al 


things . | 

The term generation was mantel both & 
the Gnoſtics and by the orthodox to the 
Supreme Being; but this writer ſays, „ To 


„ beget is the property whe * not of 


% Gogh.” 
All the unitarians of antiquity tba 


held what they called the monarchy of the 
de Barveing wer corey Terala | erte wav wv ip 6 wks 
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log, au vt Toi ip HoIg, ol duke xe ol dh xe Way- 
Tiara de eig rag rpwpuz;. Epiſt. ſect. 14. p. 609. 
* O\ e 76 Bea eh. . he Sn peonngrirm, 
Sed. 15. ibid. 
| + Out ande l. dwueg aſyehuy Y atyualuy, Burn wal 
dung, ce rug roar, Hom. 4. ſect. 33. p. 641: 
e Hom, 19. ſect. 10. 
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CHAP, — Oriental Philoſophy. . as 
Supreme God, the father of all. This was 
urged againſt the trinitarians who made a 
ſecond Gd of Chriſt; and it is urged by 
Peter againſt Simon, ſaying, © He ought to 
« be rejected, who even liſtens to any thing 
d againſt the monarchy of God“ 
Cotelerius ſays, that there are interpola- 
tions of Arians in this work, But if there 
be any ſuch, they have eſcaped my notice. 
There is, however, a pretty evident inter- 
polation of ſome trinitarian in it, viz. in 
the doxology. Thine is the eternal 
« praiſe, and glory Ito the Father, to the 
Son, and to the Holy Spirit] for ever, 
* Amen +.” That the words incloſed in 
brackets are an interpolation, is evident, 
not only from their holding a language en- 
tirely different from that of the whole 


work, but from the aukwardneſs and inco- 


+ herence with which they are introduced, 


after a pronoun in the ſingular number. 


viz. thine. The interpolater would have 


* Afiog uv Ty; a wog a; naa Th; ru den feng, dale over 
xy au27 T1 Toh Yona; Hom. 3. ſect. g. p. 636. 

+ Ls yap er dab au, vx; [walps, x} vw, I , veal] 
uf rag corals; an, . apy. Hom. 3. ſect. 72. p. 650. 
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| concealed his deſign better, if he had writ. 
ten together with the Son and Spirit. It 
will be 'ſeen in its proper place, that this 
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ts — — — —— — „* 
r N - 

” 


* PIP ES . K r 
bv” D208 8 . rs 
. 


form of doxology, in which glory is given 
to the Holy Spirit, was complained of as an 


innovation in the time of Baſil, and that it 


was altogether upknown before ane po 
of Nice. 

The hileſopbiesl opinions ut appear 
to have been held by the author of the 
Clementines and Recognitions are abſurd 
enough, but they were thoſe of the age in 


which they were written, and, therefore, 


require no particular apology. He conſi- 
dered God as being in the form of man &. 


But this is an opinion that is generally aſ- 
cribed to the Jews, as we may ſee in the 


works of Agobard +. It is alſo well 


» x9 6 Lwppr e cen fits = att 
aun poppy apo Toy u poppy Fiaklvmwles . nan o Lass“ 


a, o Tian, dot tu * a JP 


p. 728. 


Deum eſſe corporeum, audire, & videre corpus be 
minis ad imaginem Dei factum. Synopſis, © - 


t Dicunt denique Deum ſuum eſſe corporeum, & cos. 


; | o li . tis per bra liſti 3 & alia id 
parte illum audire ut nos, alia videre, alia vero loqui, vel 


aliud quid agere; ac per hoc humanum corpus ad ima- 


. 
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| known to have been the opinion of Melito, 
the chriſtian biſhop of Sardis, and from him 
Tertullian is thought to have derived the 
ſame notion. Indeed, this Anthropomor- 
pbitiſin, Beauſobre ſhews to have been con- 
mon in the chriſtian church . The thing 
that is moſt objectionable in the conduct of 
this work is, that the writer thought arti- 
ice might be ſafely: employed to promote a 
good cauſe, and he exempliſies this princi- 
ple in a curious manner. But this dan - 
gerous maxim was generally admitted by 
the philoſophers of that age. All the uſe 
that I would now make of this work is to 
exhibit the principles of the oriental phi- 
loſophy, as held by one who did not profeſs 
chriſtianity, that they may be compared 
with tho of the chriſtian Gnoſtics, which 
I ſhall now proceed to explain, 


ginem Dei factum, excepto quod ille digitos manuum ha- 

beat inflexibiles ac rigentes, utpote qui nihil manibus ope- 

retur. Sedere autem more terreni allicujus regis in ſolio, 

quod a quatuor circumferatur beſtiis, & magno quamvis 

palatio contineti. De Judaicis Superſtitionibus, p. 75. 
* Hiſtoire de Manicheilme, vol. 1. p. 501, 


No 


1 


; Goſpels, and in my Letters. to the biſhop of 
' Waterford.  « 1f- Chriſt,” ſays Peter, in 


143 27 
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_ No. inconſiderable argument for the an- 


tiquity. of the Clementines may be drawn. 


from the writer of them ſuppoſing. that 
Chriſt preached only one year, which I have 


ſhewn to have been the opinion of the an- 


cients in general, and which, from the cir- 
cumſtances of the goſpel. hiſtory, muſt be 


. the truth; as 1 think I have proved in the 


Diſſertations prefixed to my Harmony of tbe 


his diſputation with Simon, appeared 


and converſed only in viſion, why did 


* he, as a teacher, converſe. a whole year 
© with his diſciples, who were awake ? 


* E. n * K onflanicy ee bene abe Ne 9 
eee eee eee 
eq A Hom. 17. ſect. 19. p. 736. 
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Of the Principles of the Chriſtian Onoſtics. i 


Noreen HSTANDING the extreme repug- 
nance between the principles of the 
oriental philoſophy, and thoſe of chriſti- 
anity, many perſons who were addicted to 
that philoſophy, were likewiſe ſo much im- 
preſſed with the evidence of the divine miſ- 
fion of Chriſt, that they could not refuſe to 
believe it; and yet, being ſtrongly attached 
to their former principles, they endeavoured 
to retain both. Nor can it be doubted but 
that they were very fincere in theit profeſ- 
fion. Indeed, in that age there was no ex- 
ternal temptation for any man to become 4 
chriſtian. Simon Magus was tempted with 
the fight of the miracles which Peter 
wrought, and eſpecially his power of com- 
municating the Holy Spirit; but it would 
ſoon be evident, that this was a gift that 
could not be exerciſed at pleaſure, and 
therefore could not anſwer the purpoſe of 
any pretended converts; and wealth and 
8 I power 


TRY 
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power were not chen on the ade of chrif- 
. tianity. 
Beſides, we he not to Fes chin every. 
perſon who profeſſed chriſtianity, embraced 
it in all its purity, or immediately reſigned 
himſelf to the full and proper influence of 
it; and leaſt of all are we to ſuppoſe that 
every perſon who believed it to be true, Was 
reſolved to expoſe himſelf to all hazards in 
adhering to it. Many perſons who had 
been addicted to philoſophy (in every ſyſtem 
of which the doctrines concerning God, 
and his intercourſe with the world, were pri 
mary articles) would conſider chriſtianity as 
a new and improved ſpecies of philoſophy, 
and (as they had been uſed to do with re- 
ſpeR to other ſyſtems) they would adopt, or 
reject, what they thought proper of it, and 
in doing this would naturally retain. what 
was moſt conſonant, to the principles to 
vrhich they had been long attached. Greater 
numbers till would content themſelves 
with ranking themſelves with chriſtians 
while they were unmoleſted, but would 
abandon chriſtianity in time of perſecution, 
not thinking it neceſſary to maintain any 
truth 


is 
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truth at the hazard of life, liberty, or | nag | 
ert ß 
f . would, of courſe, find per⸗ 
ſons in every poſſible diſpoſition and ſtate 
of mind, and would therefore be received 
with every poſſible variety of effect; and in 
all. caſes time would be requiſite to the ful! 
underſtanding both of its principles, and its 
requirements, and to ſeparate the proper 
profeſſors from the improper and unworthy. 
Of chis we may be ſatisfied by reading 
the apoſtolical epiſtles, where we find ac- 
counts of perſons who- clafſed themſelves . 
with chriſtians, and yet both diſbelieved 
ſome of its moſt fundamental doctrines, 
and likewiſe allowed themſel ves in practices 
which, it ſtrictly prohibited. This con- 
tinued a long time after; the age of the 
apoſtles, as eccleſiaſtical hiſtory: teſtifies, - 
With -reſpe&t to opinions held by any 
perſons who called themſelves chriſtians, 
and which were foreign to the genuine 
principles of chriſtianity, it is evident to 
any perſon who attentively peruſes the apoſ- 
tolical epiſtles, - that they are all reducible 
to one claſs. The writers ſometimes ſpeak 


of, 


N 
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of, or allude to, one of their ond or prac- 
tices, and ſometimes to another of them ; 
| but we no where find that they wert of two 
or mote claſſes. And we if collect all that the 
apoſtles have occaſionally dropped concern- 
ing hereſy, we ſhall find that all the articles 
of it make no more than one HMem; and! that 
this Was, in all its features, the very ſame 
thing with that which, in the age after the 
apoſtles, was univerſally called Gnoftici/m); 
the leading principles” of it being thoſe 
which have been repreſented : as belonging 
to the oriental philoſophy, and to have 
been aſcribed to Simon Magus in the Cie 
mentines, viz, that matter is the ſource of all 
evil, and therefore, that the commerce of 
the ſexes is not 'to be encouraged, und the 
reſurrection no defirable thing. 

Hiftory, however, ſhows that there were 
two diſtin kinds of the Gnoſtics, who 
_ equalty held the general principles above- 
mentioned; and theſe were the Jews and 
the Gentiles. Tt is to the former only that 
the apoſtle Paul ever alludes; and accord- 
ingly we find, by the unanimous teſtimony 
of all eccleftaſtical hiſtory, the ' Jewiſh 

Gnoſtics 


cal. — 143 
Gnoſtics (at the head of whom: Cerinthus 
is placed) appear before any of the others. 
That this man himſelf was fo. carly as 
Epiphaniug-repreſents/ him, viz...as; o- 
poſing Peter v. may not perhaps be de- 
pended upon; but the tradition of John 
meeting with him at Epheſus q is nat im- 
probable, eſpecially as his ſect is ſpoken of 
The Nicolaitans, concerning whom we are 
much in the dark, we may be almoſt cer 
tain were Guoſties, from what is mentioned 
of them · in the | book. of Revelation, and 
from other Gnoſties bees ſaid to be de- 
rived from them. 57 e 
| Theſe authorities are —_ 3 
n 


}* 


Hen ab. 5 I. ines 111. 8 
f Euſeb, Hiſt, lib. 3. 6ap: 28. p. 323: and ib 4. cap: | 
T4. p. 161. 
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„ Ibid. Hiſt. 25. vol. 1. 
p. 77. 


among 


144 1 . Boos 1, 
among chriſtian in the age of the apoſtles 
For we there find no certain trace of that 
doctrine which moſt of all diſtinguiſhed the 
Gnoſtics in the following age; vie that 
the fupreme God, the Father of © Jeſus 
Chkriſt, was not the being who made the 

world, or gave the law to the Jews, The 

Gnoſtie teachers who oppoſed the apoſtles 
were Jews, who together with a moſt rigid 

adherence to the law (and conſequently | 
firmly believing it was the true God w-] 
made the world, who gave the law by 

Moſes, and laſtly ſpake to men by Ia 6 
brit) held every other principle that ig 

aſcribed to the Gnoſtics, as will / be clearly 
ſeen when 1 come to the detail af them. 

They were therefore, in all reſpects, the 

ſame that the Cerinthians are deſeribed to 

have been. From the mean opinion which 
they entertained of matter, and their con- 
tempt of the body, they would not allow 
that the man Jeſus was the Chriſt; but 
they either ſuppoſed that he was man only 
in appearance, having nothing more than 
the ſemblance of a body, ſo as to deceive 
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thoſe who converſed with him; or if he 
had a real body, it was ſome. celeſtial in- 
telligence, ſome principal emanation from 
the ſupreme. being, that was properly the 
Chriſt, This Chriſt they faid entered into 


him at his baptilin, and . him at uy, , 


death. | 
That the authors of hereſy: i in ah time 
of the apoſtles were chiefly Jews, is evi- 
dent from a variety of circumſtances, and 
may be inferred particularly from Tit. i. 9. 
&c. Holding faft the faithful word, as he has 
been taught, that he may be able by found doc- 
trine both to exhort and convince the gainſayers. 
For there are many unruly and vain talkers: 
and deceivers, eſpecially they f the; circumci- 
fim, whoſe mouths muſt be flopped, who ſubvert: 
whole houſes teaching things which they ought: 
not, for filthy lucres ſake. Wherefare rebuke 
them ſnarply, that they may be ; ſound in the 
faith, not giving, beed to Jewiſh fables, and 


_ commandments of men that- turn. from the. 


truth, The perſons who oppoſed Paul at 

Corinth were alſo evidently Jeme, and ſo 

was Alexander at Epheſus. ee 
Vor. I bn My 


| 
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My: object as I have obſerved already, 
"S962 not require that I ſhould enter very 
minutely into the hiſtory of the Gnoſtics, 
I ſhall therefore only give an outline of 
their ſyſtem; but this will contain a view 
of all their diſtinguiſhing tenets, ſhewing 
the dependence they had on each other, and 
eſpecially their influence with reſpect to 
chriſtianity, as it was held by thoſe who 
were not Gnoſtics, and as it continues to 
be held by many to this day. To each ar- 
tiele, I ſhall likewiſe ſabjoin a viow of 
each tenet as it may be inferred from the 
New Teſtament, that no doubt may be en- 
tertained of theſe being the very heretics 
alluded to there, and of courſe of their being 
the only heretics in that age; which is an 
article of great importance in my mo 
argument. 

It ſeems probable, that Gnofticiſati was 
in a great meaſure repreſſed, by the writing 
of the apoſtles, as we do not find that the 
Gnoſtics made any great figure from that 
time till the reign of Adrian, when ſeveral 
diſtinguiſhed teachers of that doctrine made 
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their appearance ; as Cerdon, who is ſaid 
by Euſebius, to have been of the fchool of 


Simon &, and to have appeared in the time 


of Hyginus, the ſeventh biſhop of Rome 


| from the time of the apoſtles, Marcion of 


Pontus, who ſucceeded him, and who was 
living in the time of Juſtin Martyr+ but 
eſpecially, Bafilides of Alexandria, and Va- 
lentinus, the moſt celebrated of them all, 
and whoſe followers were the moſt nu- 


merous in the time of Tertullian , and 


continued to be fo till the time of Manes, 


who was after the council of Nice. From 


* Kephuy rig ame Twy wipe T0 Euaara Ta; apippias Ne, xm 
en1ÞunTa; ey vn Pau em T vα malo he Ty; extotomoing dae 
aro Tuy AToronuy exo Jabs Toy vio Tx rus 14 popes an- 
puyuevoy toy, un emu TLalepa ru Kapu nu Inos xpirs . Toy ue vag 
ruapiteo da * Toy de chi ene. g Tov jpuev Torn Toy d aryater 
rrafxem. diadæg aueevo; Bs auitov Maapaiay o Iaſſorg, nue To A- 
. Hiſt. lib. 4. cap. 11. 
p. 155. | 

A — 71, Than 436 6 ob Sir 3 af 
bouers;, ary v water furt 18 Ney Dey. Os alla way 


wo pus, Tix 7 is 7 wy Tauuovay ce, W085 WETUNKLE 


Parpnua; xeyew. Apol. I. p 43. 


+ Valentiniani frequentiflimum plane collegium inter 


hzreticos. Adv. Valentinianos, ſeCt. 1. p. 250. 
0.8 | that 
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that time his ſyſtem, called the Manic han, 
was the moſt predominant. * 

It ſhould ſeem, however, that the pre- 
ding Gnoſtic ſyſtems had been in ſome 
meaſure. repreſſed before the council of 
Nice, but that they revived about the = 
time that Manes appeared. For Th 
ſpeaks. of the hereſies of Marcion, 1 
tinus, Manes, and other docetæ, as being 
revived in his time *, Theodoret ſpeaks | 
of about a thouſand Marcionites in his 
dioceſe, and the great number of "books 
that were publiſhed againſt them in the 
ſecond century, ſhews, as Dr. Lardner ob- 
ſerves, the prevalence of his doctrine 1. 
= Gnoſticiſm prevailed moſt in the Faſt; 
for the principles of it were more agree- 
able to thoſe of the oriental philoſophy, 
which was, in ſeveral reſpects, different 
from that of Plato; which prevailed more 
in the Weſt; though Egypt, where Pla- 

+ Ot yap Tw Magus, N Badeilne, I Maniles, x; ven aver 
Ache aiptow £71 Ts Wapoiog aparezueva, 3 oh v 
alpen auluy exlpus Cay. Ep. 82. Opera, vol. 3. p.955. 

+ Hiltory of RW vol. 1. p. 210. 
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toniſm prevailed as much as in any place 
whatever, was likewiſe diſtinguiſhed by 
giving riſe to ſome very eminent Gnoſtics. 
Rome, it is obſerved, was more free from 
Gnoſticiſm than moſt other places. It is 


aid, however, by Epiphanius, to have been 


introduced there in the time of Anicetus®. 
The principles of this ſyſtem, whatever 
we may think of it at preſent, muſt have 


| been exceedingly captivating at the time of 


their publication, as many excellent men 


were much taken with them. This was the 


caſe with Epiphanius . with the father 
of Gregory Nazianzen }, and the famous 
Auſtin Who is well known to have been a 
Manichean. I ſhall now proceed to mark 
the diſtinguiſhing features of the Gnoſtics; 
and this is ſo uniformly done by all the 
writers who mention them, that. there is 
no danger of miſtaking them for thoſe of 
any other ſect whatever, 


% 2 
0 Mum Th, Kaprenga ddannm⁰ thueona wous Tu exec 
Wuwauem , Y ender mene. 
Her. 27. vol. 1. p. 107 


+ Har. 26. vol. 1. p.99. 1 Or. 19. Opera, p. 297. 
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SECTION I, 
0% the Pride of the Gnoflics.. 


AS the Gnoſtics were generally perſons of 
education, and addicted to the ſtudy of 
philoſophy, the moſt conſpicuous feature 
in their general character, was their pride, 
their contempt of the vulgar, and of their 
opinions, boaſting of their own knowledge, 
and being proud of their ſuperiority to 
others. They repreſented their inftitution 
as more refined than that of other chriſtians, 
and pretended to a degree of 'perfettion 
which other chriſtians did not claim. This 
Feature is equally marked by the chriſtian 
Fathers, and the apoſtles ; and it will be 
ſeen, in its proper place, that, in oppoſition 
to them, the unitarian chriſtians were con- 
ſidered as weak, and fimple people, in all re- 

ſpects the very reverſe of the Gnoſtics. 
Irenæus ſays, that the Gnoſtics pretended 
to perfection, ang . themſelves ſpi- 
| a 
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ritual“; and he ſays, that they called 
the orthodox e, carnal +. - Clemens 
Alexandrinus alſo ſpeaks of the Gnoſtics 
« as pretending to perfection, boaſting 
« of more knowledge than the apoſtles ; 
** whereas Paul himſelf ſays, that he had 
„ not yet attained, nor was already per- 
* fet .“ But I have no occaſian to 


quote many authorities for a circumſtance 


which marks the, Gnoſtics wherever they - 
appear; and it is equally evident, that there 
were teachers of chriſtianity pretending to 
the ſame ſuperiority of knowledge and per- 
fection in the time of the apoſtles. 
The firſt certain evidence of the exiſtence 
of the Gnoſtic doctrine in the chriſtian 
* Plurimi autem & cotitemptores faQi, quaſi jam per- 
ſedi. ſine reverentia, & in contettiſſtu viventes, ſemet ipſos 
ſpiritales vacant, & ſe noſſe jam dicunt eum qui ſit intra 
bleroma ipſorum refrigerii locum. Id. 3. cp. A5. 


+ An vr —— oA Lib.x. chap. I, 
p. 32. | 
t 2 ops air; TOES; TIE; Hv. 
Kew Y rare; Vitep TAH'ATor ang poreileg, Sue Te ji. 
det, als abends 74 Theyau mißt rays, 3x, oh wn, Date, 
wh loan. Pzd. Ib. 1. cb. p. 107. 
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church is at the time of Paul's writing his 
firſt epiſtle to the Corinthians, which was 
probably in the year 56; and the falſe 
teachers of that place are diſtinaly marked 
by the apoſtles for their pride, conceit, and 
high pretenſions to wiſdom. In oppo- 
ſition to their pretended deep knowledge, 
the apoſtle ſays, 1 Cor. i. 18. The preaching 
of the croſs is fooliſhneſs to them that periſh, 
but to us who are ſaved it is the power of Gul. 
iii. 18. Let no man deceive himſelf. If any 
man among you ſeem to be wiſe in this world, 
let him become a fool that be may- be wiſe. / 
He ſeems to allude to their pretended 
ſpirituality and refinement, when he s, 
I could not ſpeak unto you a, unte ſpiritual, 
but as unto carnal, even as to babes in Chriſt, 
He likewiſe ſpeaks ironically of their pre- 
tenſions to wi/dom, 1 Cor. iv. 10. We are 
fools for Chriſt's fake, but ye are wiſe in Chriſt, 
and x. 15. I. ſpeak as unto wiſe men, judge ye 
what I ſay. That they were Gnoſtics who 
corrupted the goſpel at Corinth, is evident 
from the 1 5th chapter of this epiſtle, where 
it appears, that they explained 5 the 
doctrine of the reſurrection. 
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Theſe teachers are diſtinguiſhed by the 
ſame features at Epheſus not long after this, 
as we find, 1 Tim. vi. 3. If any man teach 
otherwiſe, and conſent not to wholeſome words, 
even the words of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, and © 


1 the doctrine which is according to godlineſs, 


le is proud, knowing nothing, but doting about 
queſtions and ftriſer of words, &c. In the 
epiſtle to the Coloſſians, chap. ii. 18. the 
apoſtle cautions the chriſtians againſt thoſe 


who intruded into things whith they had not 


ſeen, being vainly puffed up in their fleſbly 
minds, which could be no other than the ſame 
deſcription of men. It is alſo probable that 
they were the ſame perſons that the apoſtle 
James alluded to, chap. iii. 13. Who is a wiſe 


nan, and indued with knowledge among you; 


Let him ſbew, out of @ good converſation, his 
works with Ene of wiſdom. Let us now 
ſee what kind of knowledge theſe Gnoſtics 
had to be ſo proud of. | 


— 
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$ECTION II. 


Tenets of” the Gnoſlics.--=Of the IG” of 2 
and the Defarine of ons. 


ALL the Gnoſtics were perſu , that 
evil had ſome other cauſe than the ſu- 
preme being, but, perhaps, none of them 
before Manes held that it aroſe from a 
principle abſolutely independent of him, 
Bardeſanes maintained that evil was not made 
by God®*. Marcion, Cerdon, and Manes, © 
all held that the devil and demons were 
unbegotten F. Valentinus held that mat- 
ter was ſelf exiſtent, and the cauſe of evil g. 
But the great boaſt of the Gnoſtics was 
their profound and intricate doctrine con- 


Ane m 70 denen uae; wo , en des verde 
O Dios yap nor - . Contra Marcionitas, p. 

O, 71. 

4 1 Tod SE x T3; vn” ke at; 
Mapuurcs, J KepRuvos, x; v5 Maveileg fad. vx ayes enen hehe 
- Theodoret Hzr. Fab. lib. 5. cap. 8. vol. 4. p. 268. 

+ Awmnep edobey jor, cr Te au, w Tema ua; uf . 
Ta ofa num, rr copn N, — ew tf 
15 x) Ta u ebe cer. Origen Contra Marcionitas, p. 88. 

cerning 
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| cerning the derivation of. various intelli- 
gences from the ſupreme mind, which they 
thought to be done by emenation or lux. 
And as theſe were equally capable of pro- 


ducing other intelligences in the ſame 


manner, and ſome of them were male and 
others female, there was room for endleſs 
combinations of them; ſo that the genea- 
logy of theſe intelligences, or ang, as they 
were called, muſt have been a very ee 
buſineſs, 

Baſilides held = the anhegotien pro- . 
duced nous, that Jogos was produced (or pro- 
| lated) from nous, that phronefis [that is, 
thought] came from logos; from phronefis 
came , wiſdom and power, and from theſe 

angels and archangels, and that theſe made 
the heavens *. Marcion was the firſt who 
ſaid that there were three gods ; mean- 


* Epnoe yap Tov creme ev. wuloy yemnoau, ex Je Te wo 
Tp06>nImvau Toy , Ppomaw Te amo Te du. amo Is Ti pot 
org x, Tovapuer, a de run c Y apxoriſines dug de S 
10% Toy ane. Theodoret. Her. Fab. lib. 1. . val. 
1- p. 104. 

| Tu ay e. bbs, ee 7p; By wr 
Cyrilli, Jer. Cat. 16. p« 226. 
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ing, perhaps, the three gods of Simon 
above- mentioned, viz. the ſupreme being, 
him that made the world, and him that 
gave the law. For I do not find that any 
of thoſe who believed that there was an- 
other maker of the world beſides the ſu. 
preme being, thought that there was any 
other evil being, or devil, diſtinct from 
him; it being imagined that, upon either 
hypotheſis, the origin of evil, which was 
the problem to be reſolved by all theſe 
ſchemes, was ſufficiently accounted for. 4 

The Gnoſtics alſo held that theſe ſupe- 
rior intelligences might occaſionally come 
in the form of men, to inſtru the world. 
Such they imagined Chriſt to havegbeen. 
Simon Magus pretended to be one of theſe 
great powers; and, it is faid, that Manes 
maintained that he was the Paractete pro- 
miſed by Chriſt “*. 

The moſt complicated ſyſtem of ons is 
that of Valentinus, of which we have a 
particular account in Irenzus, from which 


| — w 
wapaxaaoy eure lc M, Cyrillic Jer. Cat, 16. p. 226. 
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his editor Grabe has drawn out a diſtinct 
table, which he has inſerted in his edition 


of Irenzus. | ug 
As it is no where ſaid that Valentinus, 
or Baſilides, or, indeed, any of the earlier 


Gnoſtics whoſe names have come down to 
us, were the original inventors of the ſyſ- 


tem of æons, it may be concluded to be a 
part of the ancient oriental philoſophy, 
and therefore to have exiſted long before 
the age of the apoſtles. It may be pre- 
ſumed, at leaſt, that, in ſome form or other, 
it was held by the Gnoſtics of their time, 
and that theſe were the endleſs genealogies of 
which Paul makes ſuch frequent mention, 
as idle and vain ; and, indeed;*nothing could 
be more ſo than the doctrine of the intri- 
cate relations that theſe æons bore to each 
other. The genealogies of particular Jew- 
iſh families could never have furniſhed any 
cauſe of diſpute or inquiry to the Gentile 
chriſtians at Epheſus, and other places, 
where we read of there being diſturbances 


on account of theſe things. But the ge- 


nealogies of the Gnoſtic æons made a con- 
| ſiderable 


© Tenets of the Gnoftics, Book . 
fiderable part of a general ſyſtem of faith, 
very capable of deeply intereſting thoſe who 
e much attention to them. 2 

The paſſages in the New Teſtament, in 
which mention is made of theſe fabuloug 
+ genealogies, are the following, 1 Tim. i. 3. 
T tefought thee to abide ſtill at Epheſus, when 
I vent into Macedonia, that thou mighteft 
charge fume that they teach no other duckrine, 
neither give beed to fables, and endleſs genea- 
hogies, which miniſter queſtions, rather than 
godly edifying, which is in ſaitb. Ch. iv. 6. 
If thou put the brethren in remembrance of ; 
theſe things, thou ſhalt be a good minifter-of 
Jeſus Chrift, nouriſhed up in words of faith, 
and of good doctrine, whereunto thou haſt at- 
tained ; but refuſe prophane and old wives ſa- 
bles. Ch. vi. 20. O Trmotby, keep that which 


is committed to thy truſt, avoiding prophane 
and vain babbling, and oppoſitiens of ſcience 
falſely. fo called, 2 Tim. ii. 15. Study to 
ſhew thyſelf approved unto God, a workman 
that needeth not to be aſhamed, rightly di- 
viding the word of truth; but ſhun prophane 
and vain babblings, for they will mmereaſe unto 
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more oxidants And therr word will eat as 
Joes a canker of whom is Hymenaus and Pi- 
letus, bh concerning the truth bade erred, 
po that the reſurrectiom is paſt already, 
4 N the faith of ſome. | 
the perſons here deſcribed were moſt 
—_— Gnoſtics, it is almoſt impoſſible 
not to conclude thut the propane and uin 
babblings, ſynonymous no doubt to the fables 
and endleſs genealogies, were ſome' part of the 
Gnoſtic: ſyſtem; and in this there is no-— 
thing to which they can be ĩmagined to eor- 
reſpond beſide that of the ron. It is, no 
doubt, the ſame thing to which the apoſtle 
alludes, 2 Tim. ii. 23. But ſooliſb and unlear ned 
queſtions avoid, knowing that they do" gender 
ſtrife. Tit. iii. 9. But avoid fooliſh queſtions and 
genealogies, and contentions, and firivings about 
the law, for they are unprofitable and vain. A 
man that is an heretic after the firſt and ſecond 
admonition, reject. The Gnoſtics, as will 
de ſhewn hereafter, were the only heretics 
of that age; and therefore the genealogies 


here mentioned muſt have been ſome part 
of their ſyſtem, 
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It is probable, that the apoſtle Paul 
. allude to the great reſpect paid 

to theſe inviſible gans, by what he ſays 
f the - worſhipping of angels, and intrud. 
ing into thoſe things which a man has na 

ſeen, vainly puſſed up in his fleſhly mind, Col. 
ii. 18. as the laſt circumſtance. evidently 
marks the Gnoſtics. And as they pre- 
tended to great /þirityality and diſlike of the 
Fleſh, the apoſtle might intend a farther to- 
buke to them by inſinuating that their 
minds were fleſhly. 

Laſtly, it is poſſible that the apoſtle Peter. | 
might allude to theſe idle Gnoſtic fables, 
when he ſaid, 2Pet.i. 16. Ve bave not fol 
lowed cunningly devijed fables, &c. 
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T HE R E was El — in the 
docttine of the Gnoſtics, with re- 


ſpect to the ſoul. As it was a funda- 


mental principle with all the ancients, that 
there could be no proper creation, and 
conſequently that ſouls, not being ma- 
terial, gor yet created out of nothing, 
were either parts detached from the ſoul 
of the univerſe, or emanations from the 
divine mind, this doctrine was held by 


the Gnolties. And as ſome. men are vi- 


cious and others virtuous, it was ſup= 
poſed that their ſouls had tw ] different 
origins, and were therefore good or bad by 
nature, the good having ſprung from the 
divine, mind, mediately, or immediately, 
and the bad having had ſome other origin, 
che ſame from which every _ evil was 

Vor. I, M ſuppoſed 
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that 0 Marcion introduced different kinds 


162 Temttrof the Gg. B00 
ſuppoſed to have ſprung. They likewiſe held 


that the future fates of men depended upon 


their original nature. Saturninus, Theo- 
doret ſays, held that there were two 


* kinds of ſouls, the one good, and" the 
% other bad; and that they had this dif. 


- 4 ference from nature, and that as the evil 


« dæmon aſſiſted the bad, ſo the Saviour 


| © came to aſſiſt the, good.“ Origen lays, . 


that the diſciples of Baſilides and Va- 
lentinus, held that * there is a kind of 
« ſouls that are always ſaved, and never 
« periſh, and others that always periſh, 
* and are never faved4.” He alſo ſays 


. 893 
daz, fog de aromgusy N raum an Pon Tm diagpfan epi, Tur 
d ang dato Tow Tomgos cvumporiolav, wie, Prom, 0 
Tae aun . Her. Fab. lib. 1. * 
vol. 4. p. 194. 

+ Neſcio > IP de ſchola Valentina et Baſil 
veniunt, hzc ita a Paulo dicta non audientes, putent eſſe 
naturam animarum que ſemper falva tit, et nunquam 


pereat, et aliam qua ſemper pereat . 
wann, P. 596. | 


. eres 
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« of ſouls“. „This doctrine of the ori= 


ginaþ difference of ſouls, is likewiſe well 2 


' known to have been part of the Mani- 
chean ſyſtem ;, and therefore a conſiderable 
topic of argument with Auſtin, and others 
who wrote againſt the Manicheans, is to 
prove that men are not wicked by nature, 
dat from the abuſe of free will. On 
this ſubje& Auſtin, who wrote againſt the 
Manicheans in the early part of his life, 
advanced many excellent things in favour 
of free will, and the natural power of 
man to do good and evil, which he con- 
tradicted when he afterwards wrote againſt 
the Pelagians. We find this. doctrine of 
fate aſcribed to Simon In the Recognitions +. 

As the Gnoſtics were always ready to 
ledge the ſcriptures in ſupport of their 
doctrines, they pretended to haye an autha« 
rity in them even for this part of their 

ſyſtem ; for Cyril of Jeruſalem fays, that 


* Varcion tamen, et cmnes qui divers Agmeats ati 

introducunt animarum naturas. Thid. p. $9: F 
me ang waar. wy 1 ctr 
quiſque enim ſicae et fars decernitut vet fapit Ali 
e, vel patitur. Lib. 3. cap. aa. p. 53. 
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140 ſome inferred from .1 John! Ul. 10. By 
« {his we know the children of God, and the 
c the. children 0 the Devil, that ſome men 
10 were to be ſaved, and others to be damned 
1 by nature. But this holy ſonſhip,” he 
ſays, « we arrive at, not from neceſlity, but 
choice. Neither,” adds he,“ was Judas 
the traitor the ſon of the devil, or 502 
* ſtruction, by nature 5. £ 

As theſe Gnoſtics held thit the ſouls f 
all good men' were derived from the divine 
mind, they could have no difficulty in ad- 
mitting that Chriſt, whom they ſuppoſed 
to be one of the greater æons, was 85 A 
ſamè ſubſtance with the Father. 
cordingly, Beauſobre obſerves, that, IS 
principle, they eſcaped all cepſure at the 
council of Nice. They even' uſed the f- 
mous term () conſubſtantial, with 
reſpe& to the human ſoul; in oppoſition 
to which principle Theodoret fays, ** 'The 
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Caae, III. Tenets of the Gnoftice,” 165 
% ſoul is not conſubſtantial with God, as 
« the. wicked Manicheans hold, but was 
« created out of nothing®.” © | 5 >. 
This doctrine concerning the foul 9 
| to haye been peculiar to the Gentile Gnoſ- 
| tics. The Jewiſh Gnoſtics do not appear 
erer to have departed from their proper 
principles, ' fo far as to ſuppoſe that any 
ſouls had a proper divine origin ; but cither 
thought that they were created out of no-' 
ching, or, if they were ſo far philoſophers 
us to deny this, they would probably fay, 
with ſome others, that they were only the 
breath of God, and not any proper part of 
his ſubſtance. Accordingly, we do not 
find any alluſion to this doctrine, of two 
kinds of, fouls i in the apoſtolical writings, . 
* bene hr rae ela | 
Te wemoomdle deu, ax ax pai only gh. Her. Fab. lib. 5. 
Cap. 5. Opera, vol. 4+ P. 264. Ns EN 
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« (hew ancedas Chriſt, than him who is 
announced by the prophets a ” Again, 
he ſays, ** Some pretend that the Lord,” n 
meaning the God of the Old Teſtament, 
« could not be a good being, on account 
« fear,” meaning his juſtice and ſeverity. 
And Tertüllian ſays, they deny that God. 
meaning the ſupreme being, is to be feared . 
According to the Gnoſtics, the god of 
_ the Jews was ſo far from being a | 
' being, or in any reſpe& ſubſervient to the Bo 
deſigns of the ſupreme being, that he was 
at open variance with him; ſo that the true 
, au ala Tm gufcapos pp opues aprony, naw her dener 
pa, xav Xpiroy vuruoi, naa epinþy Meyers, u. @pop ,t. 
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wagadidoaoy wdexailes . Strom. lib. 6. p. 675. . 
Porphyry in his life of Plotinus, ſpeaking of the chriſ- 
vans, and che heretics, ſays, that the latter were of old 
philoſophy, renn mkv Tar zpinann, On por þ 
he a fila Fe et Tg gehn, p pa au ᷣ ee 
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ö 1 God was obliged to take meaſures in order 

. i © countera@ his deſigns. Saturninus figs L 
I that © the father of Chriſt, willing to de. 
14 | * troy the god of the other angels, and of 
+ 1 1 the Jews, ſent Chriſt into the world, for 


— - a 
-. A 


tte the ſalvation of thoſe who were to believe 
on him*.” * Baſilides ſaid that t the God 
CEE... of the Jews, willing to reduce all nations 
« to his power, and oppoſing other principa: 
i lities, the Supreme Being ſeeing this, ſent 
* ec his firſtborn nous, whom he called Obrift, 
* to' ſave thoſe who believed on him f. 
valentinus ſaid that ** the true God was 
* not known till our Saviour announced 
him ;“ and Euſebius informs ug, that 
Cerdon, of the ſchool of Simon, coming 
to Rome in the time of Hyginus, the 
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Mt ſeventh biſhop from the fime of the © 
s apoſtles, taught. that the God. who was 
(6: preached in 15 law and the prophets 
was not the father of our Lord Jes 
6 Chriſt; far that the one was known, the 
« other unknown ; the one was Juſt, the 
« other good, He was ſucceeded by Mar- 
* cion of Pontus, who increaſed the aol 5 
0 blaſpheming without bluſhing *, of eg 
Marcion, Juſtin Martyr ſays, that he was 
„living in hig time, teaching his followers . 


* made the world, who is every where, by Wig 
« the inſtigation of the dzinon, reaching 
* many blatphetines +.” It was on ac- 
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* that there is a god greater than he that 
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count of the. Gnoſtics reviling FP... maker 
of the world, whom the other chriſtiang © 
- juſtly conſidered as the true God, that they | 
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are ſo generally charged with blaſphemy ; 
ſo that in thoſe early ages, a heretic, a . 
phemer, . and a a were ſynonymous 


Contradictory as theſe print mani. 
feſtly are to thoſe of the ſcriptures, the 
Gnoſtics were not ſenſible. of it, and even 
did not ſeruple to argue from them. Mar. 
cion argued from its being ſaid, that 1 
© man knows the Father but the Son, that. 
*« Chriſt preached a God who had not been 
% known either to the Jews by revelation, 
* or to the Gentiles by nature . He 
alſo alledged in ſupport of his doctrine 
concerning the author of the Jewiſh diſ- 
penſation, Paul's ſaying, Gal. lit, Chriſt hath - 


x 


* Sed, nemo fit qui fir pater. il filius; et qui ſeit 
filius. niſi pater, et. cujcunque filius revelayefit.. Atque 
ita Chriſtus ignotum Deum prædicavit, Hine enim et 
alji bæretici fulciuntur, opponentes creatorem omnibus 
notum ; et Iſraeli, ſecundum familiaritatem z et nati- 
onibus, ſecundam naturam, Tertullian 15 Marcionitat, 
jv; ect. 25. p. 44, 

ow x redeemed 
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_ redeemed as from the curſe of the lat s. Ace 
| cording to Auſtin, the Manicheans ſaid, 
that © the Old and New Teſtament. con- 

« tradicted each other, by: the former aſ- 
« cribing the creation to God the Father, 
« and the latter to Chriſt . 

To theſe arguments. the catholic cbeit. 
tians found no difficulty in making very 
latisfactory replies, eſpecially. from : our 
Saviour's acknowledging the Gdd of the 
Jews to be his Father, ain John viii, 54. 
Jeſus anfivered, if I honour myſelf, my : honour 
is nothing. I. it my Father that wand; me, 
of whom ye ſay that be is your. GO. ; 

Even the Platonic philoſophers. were 
much offended at this part of the Gnoſtic 


* Chriftus nos redemit de maledic do ligis. Subrepit in hoc 
loco Marcion de poteſtate creatoris, quem ſanguinarium,. 
crudelem infamat, et vigdicem, aſſerens nos redemptog 
efſe per Chriſtum, qui alterius boni dei Aus ſit. Jerom. 
In Gal. cap. 2. vol, 6, p. 134. 
| f Hoc capitulum legis adverſum eſſe evangelio ſtul- 
2  tiſimi- Manichei arbitrantur ; dicentes in Geneſi ſerip- 
* tum eſſe. quod Deus pet ſeipſum fecerit calum et ter- 
3 | Tam, in evangelio autem ſcriptum eſſe per dominum noſ- 
trum jeſum Chriſtum fabricatum eſſe mundum i ub die- 


tum eſt, et, mundus per ipſum factus eſt, Contra, A4. 
mantum, vol. . 5. 175˙ 
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- ſyſtem, becauſe; in order to prove that the * 
world was not made by the ſupreme and 
_ eſſentially good being, they repreſented it 
as abounding with all evil, and took plea- 
fure in vilifying it. Plotinus wrote a tra 
againſt the Sasse in which he ſpeaks uf 
the*world as exhibiting marks of goodneſs, 
He ſays, it is not to be admittell that 
«this World is a bad one, becauſe there 
«xc many diſagreeable things in it“. 
Though, according to the principles of 
Platoniſm, the world Was made of matter, 
and men and animals. were not made by the 
Supreme Being himſelf, they were, how- 
ever, made by his direction, and with 3 
great mixture of good in them; whereas 
the Gnoſtics held, that the world was not 
only made of bad and intractable materials, 
but alſo by a being of à bad diſpolitjon, 
The Gnoſtics, whom the apoſtle Paul had 


teſpect to the maker of the world. They 
were Jews, ho believed as other Jews did y 
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1 in this 'reſpedt, and they held the law of * 


Moſes i in the, greateſt poſſible veneration. 6 
It appears to me, that the Gnoſtics had 


| advanced ſo many ſpecious arguments to 95 


prove that the Supreme Being himſelf was 


not the immediate maker of the world, and 
the author of the Jewich diſpenſation, that 


the orthodox chriſtians were ſtaggered; by 
then; and ſo far conceded to their adver- 
ſaries, as to allow that the being who made 
the world, and who appeared to the patri- 


' archs and the prophete, was not the Su- 
preme God himſelf. * On this account they 

might be the more readily induced to adopt 

the principles of the Platoniſts, and of 


Philo, who ſaid that the world was made, 


and. that the law was given, by the ine 


- ogos perſonified, This being the Som God, 
they ſaid he muſt be the ſame with Chrif. 
In fact, the orthodox uſed many of the fame 
arguments with the Gnoſties, to prove that 
the ſupreme beirig was not the wg. who 
ſpake to the patriarchs. 


In ſome part of Juſtin's dialogine. with 
' Trypho, one might imagine that Juſtin had 
been a Gnoſtic, and Trypho an unitarian 
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8 chriſtian. Trypho fays, * Prove to the * 


„I Will endeavour to ſhew you, from the 


, af Lord, and one who is fo called, beſides 
the maker of all things +,” This is pre- 


* account of his informing men of what he 


4 is no God, wills that "tie ſhould inform 


& arne wales, Na ze aſyovn Tr; axdgura; cramp Baie 


* that there is another god beſides the 
maker of all things 8.“ Juſtin anſwered, 


« ſcriptures, that there is another God and 


cCiſely what a Gnoſtic would have faid., But 
he proceeds to ſpeak of this /#cond god as | 
the meſſenger of the true God, Which the 
Gnoſtics would not have done. - He 
« is alſo,” ſays be, called an angel, on 


that made all things, above whom there 


them. »” 
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The Dottrine of the Gnoftics concerning the 
Per fon of Corift, 42x <3 off 


T HE Metall of the Ghoſtics which I 
have occaſion to conſider moſt particu- 
larly, are thoſe which relate to he perſon of 
Chriſt. Their averſion. to every thing that 
' bore the name, and had the properties of 
matter, was ſuch, that they could not think 
well of any thing that was material. Ac- 
cordingly, beſides fuppoſing that the being 
who. was properly entitled to the appella- 
tion of the Chrift, or the meſſenger of God 
to man, was a ſuperangelic ſpirit, who had 
pre-exiſted, and was ſent to make his ap- 
pearance among men, all af them would 
not admit-that what he did aſſume, as ne- 
ceſſary to his manifeſtation, was a proper bu- 
man body, conſiſting of real fleſh and blood, 
but ſomething that -had only -the external 
appearance of one, and that it was incap- 
4 . 1 | | 3 able . 1 
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ſpection, ſhe was found to be a virgin after 
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but Clemens Alexandrinus -exidenily aietibes k to the 
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us ee the Gifts. a ( 
able of paſſion, and of the ſufferings and 
pain of a real human body. This was 0 
much a general opinion among them, _ 
it is commonly aſcribed to them all; ſo 
that Epiphanius ſays, " the Gnoſties ſay 
- * that Jeſus was not born of Mary, but 
% only exhibited by her, and that he did 
© not take fleſh except in appearance“ .“ 
As it was an opinion of the Gnaſties 
that Chriſt had no proper human body, of 
courſe they could not believe that Mary had 
a proper cbild birth, for they (aid that, on in- 


the delivery, which Clemens Alctandrinus' 
obſerves +. And as they ſuppoſed this phau- 


tom in the human form could not ſuffer, 
or die, Novatian fays, that... * both the 


* M u Na dhagay eG as Wi 
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Her. 26. p. 9g . 

* re ens 

tau, Na Thy ru waidis yemou, we 20a απNτν Y yap ple To Tamar 

aubw aeg, Cant rec. vader kipe den. Strom. 7. p. 7 50. 
This notion was afterwards adopted by the catholics 5 


Gnoſtics. 
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The opinion, however, that! the vs mY 
jeſus was only the ſemblance of a proper 
human body, was not univerſal among tjge 
Gnoſtics: For the Cerinthians and Car- 
pocratians believed that Jeſus was not only 
2 man, born as other men are, but alſo the 
proper. offspring of Joſeph as well as of 
Mary, and that he continued to be nothing 
mote than any other man till his baptiſm, 
when the Cerinthians, ſaid that a ſuper an- 
gelic ſpirit, which alone they called the 
riß, came into him +. | 

I ſhall proceed to. mention the nee 
of other Gnoſtics concerning the body of 
Jeſus, which, though various, agree in this, 
that Jeſus was not the Chriſt, and ſhew an 
averfion to do ſo much honour to any thing 
that had proper feſb and blood. Barde- 


* Omnes enim iſtos et ee Dan! «IP 
confutat. Cap. 10. p. 34. 
. 
A Lp Y Magiag yeyampery aa Toy xpiros uy cv. 
Epiphanius, Hær. 28. vol. 1. p. 110. 
„ 
nan Toy th eepiripas nals. Her. ARR p. 138. 
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ſanes maintained that Chriſt had a celeſtial 
body . Cerdo alſo denied that Chrig 
was born of Mary f. According to Ter- 
tullian, Marcion denied the birth of 
« Chriſt, that he might deny his fleſh; 
« Apelles his ſcholar allowed the fleſh, but 
« denied the nativity ; and Valentinus both 
« admitted the fleſh and nativity, but gave 
4a different interpretation to them? By 
denying the birth of Chriſt, they meant that 
Jeſus derived nothing from his mother, 
but that whatever his body conſiſted of, it 
was ſomething that only paſſed through 


® Tleps ru xpir's eri To Gnlzuero, Eyw yrupigouen Oh upancr cups 
eat. Origen Contra Marcionitas, p. 105. 34 

+ Mn ena Je Toy xpiroy yeyermuery ws Magis, ke o cg 
mma, ava Jana ola, x; deen wma, Tera d ta 
ea rr la, Epiphanius, Her. 41. vol. T. p. 300. 

Marcion, ut carnem Chriſti negaret, negavit etiam 

nativitatem; aut ut nativitatem negaret, negavit et car- 
nem. Scilicet ne invicem ſibi teſlimonium redderent et 
reſponderent, nativitas et caro: quia nec nativitas fine 
carne, nec caro fine nativitate: quaſi non eadem licentia 
hæretica et ipſe potuiſſet, admiſſa carne nativitatem ne- 
gare, ut Apelles diſcipulus, et poſtea deſertor ipſius; aut. 
carnem et nativitatem confeſſus, aliter illas interpretari, ut 
condiſcipulus et condeſertor ejus nn De Carne, 
Chriſti. ſect. 1. p. 307. | 
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ber, as water through a pipe. Accordingly, 
Epiphanius ſays, % Valentinus held that 
« the body of Chriſt came from heaven, 
« and took nothing from the virgin Marys.“ 
It is remarkable, that this very opinion was . 
ifterwards adopted by Apollinaris, who 
likewiſe maintained, with the n that 
Chriſt had no human ſoul. „ 2-UG! 
Chriſt having no proper buivan body; 
could not have the proper functions of 
one; and accordingly, Valentinus faid that 
© Chriſt ate and drank in a peculiar man- 
ner, not voiding excrements+.” With 
reſpe to the ſaper-angelic nature of Chriſt, 
Valentinus held that he was one of the 
«ns; and according to his geneaologies, 
both Chriſt and the Holy Spirit, were the 


offspring of Monogenes, which came from 


Lrgis and Zoe, as theſe weird the. * 


.. pe ory 
de Magias Thy waphers Fiomudma © pres de amo rg wap; 
pricas Nu, „ Chao wee _ 
p. 171. 
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ſpring of Nous and Veritas, and theſe of 
Bythus, and Sige*. | 


It may be proper to obſerve in this hit 
that thoſe of the Gnoſtics who believed 


that Chriſt was the ſon of Joſeph as well as 


of Mary, muſt have thought that, anti- 
cedent to his baptiſm, he had a human 
ſoul, as well as a Human body. Their 
opinion, therefore, concerning him after 
his baptiſm, muſt have been ſimilar to that 
of the orthodox chriſtians, who believed the 

logos f the Father to be attached to the 
| the man Jeſus.” On the other hand, . thoſe 
Gnoſtics who thought that Chriſt had no 
proper. human body, but only the appear- 
ance of one, muſt have held that he had no 
Intelligent principle within him beſides the 
ſuper-angelic* ſpirit which they called the 
Chriſt; - Theſe, therefore, reſembled the 
Arians. Indeed, they can hardly be faid 


to have differed from them at all, except 
with reſpect to the body of Chriſt, and his 


having made the world. E 
"it probable that the Gnoſtics ure 


much among themſelves with ref] 


* Jrenzus, lib, 1. 1. p. 7, &c. 
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their celeſtial genealogies, and theſe being 
altogether the work of imagination, there was 
room for endleſs ſyſtems on the ſubje&. 
All that deſerves our notice is, that ac- Dl 
cording to them all, Chriſt was a pre- 
exiſtent ſpirit, which had been of high rank 
before he came into the worlu. 

It appears to me highly probable, that 
it was in oppoſition of this doctrine of 
£ons, that John wrote. the Introduction to 
his goſpel, in which he explains the only 
proper ſenſe in which the terms /ogos, only 
begotten, life; &c. of which the Gnoſtics 
made ſuch myſteries, ought to be taken 
aſſerting, more eſpecially, that the /ogvs, 
which is ſpoken of in the ſcriptures, and 
the only logos that he acknowledged, was 
the power of God, an attribute of the Fa- 
ther, and therefore not to be diſtinguiſhed 
from God himſelf. 

It is poſſible, however, that Jobn had 
heard of the doctrine of Philo, who made a. 
ſecond God of the lige; and if that kind 
of perſonification had begun to ſpread among 
chriſtians ſo carly as the time of John, it 

N 3 is 
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is not impoſſible but that he might, in his 
uſual indirect manner, allude to it. In any 

s view, the meaning of the apoſtle | ſeems to 
Dog, be as follows, in the beginning, or before 
ball time, was the lago, and the logos was 
4 ah, or rather belonged ta God, as his 
« proper attribute, and therefore, was no 


« other than God himſelf. - By this /2gos, or 
„power of God, all, things were 


% and without it wha not any thing made 
that was made; agreeably to what the 
Pſalmiſt ſays, By the word (logos) of the 
Lord were the heavens made, and all the hoſts 
of them, by the breath of his mouth ; God 
© ſpoke and it was done, he commanded, and it 


ftood fafi, and many other paſlages of the 
0 import. 


| The laſt of the Gnoſtics, viz. the Mani- 
1 checans, thought as others had done before 
3% them, that Chriſt had no real fleſh, but 
. only the appearance of it“, but according 
3 to Theophylact, Manes thought he had a 
L real body till his baptiſm, when he left 
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it in the river Jordan, and took another, 
which had only the appearance of one“. 

Abſurd as theſe notions of the Gnoſtics 
are, and dangerous as we ſhall find their 
conſequences were, it muſt not be forgot- 
ten, that the · object of them was to do 
honour to Chriſt, as the moſt illuſtrious 
meſſenger of God to man, For it was 
thought that he could not haye had that per- 
ſection of character which was requiſite for 
his high office, if his mind had been ſub- 
ject to the influence of common fleſh and 
blood. Marcion faid, that he could not 
have been pure, if he took human fleſh r. 

We find that the Gnoſtics argued in de- 
fence of even this part of their ſyſtem from 
the New Teſtament, For we learn from 


\ Origen, that ſome of the heretics endea- | 


voured to prove, from Paul's faying, Ve are 
planted in the likeneſs of Cbriſts death, that 
he did not really die, but only had the ap- 


„O. Manx herum oh To ch aus add en Tw Id 
Aa pal de g? uker, In Matt. CAP. 4+ vol. 1. 
p. 20. 
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| pearance of death * ; and the Marcionites 
ſaid that, according to Paul, Chriſt was 


only“ i faſhion 0s @ duns, And yot'a man. A 
No writer in the New Teſtament op- 
poſes this very principle of the Gnoſtics 
concerning the perſon of Chriſt, as well as 
their general doQrine that Jeſus was not 
the Chriſt, more plainly, or more earneſtly, 
than John; and yet we find, that Valen- 
tinus interpreted the introduction to John' * 


3 goſpel in his favour {, making, «px» to be a 
principle · different from the Father, and the 
ſame with the monogenes, and the logos dif- 
ferent from the «px». 


Sed hoc non intelligentes lem hæreticorum, co- 
nati ſunt ex hoc apoſtoli loco afſerere quod Chriſtus non, 
vere mortuus fit, ſed ſimilitudinem mortis habuerit, et viſus 


ſit magis mori quam vere mortuus ſit. Origen Ad. Rom. 
Opera, vol. 2. p. 542. 
+ Du, ee, Y ,I, . ws. avIpurres. nn 
Phil. 2. Opera, vol. 10. p. 1250. 
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| That the goſpels, however, and eſpe- 


: cially that of John, are unfavourable to 


this principle of the Gnoſtics, is very evi- 


dent; and Chryſoſtom repreſents it s the 


« firſt and principal reaſon why Chriſt is 
16 exhibited with all the weakneſſes and 
<.infirmities of human nature, to: prove that 
he had real fleſh, and that he meairt that 
* all perſons who then lived, and all who 


0 ſhould, come after him, ſhould. believe 
A that he Was no apparition, or mere vilble ; 


« appearance, but the 9 of e i. &. 
a real man . 


Chriſt being ſo Mn called a man 
in the goſpel hiſtory, is, on this accaunt, 
very properly urged by the chriſtian Fa- 


thers, as an argument againſt this doctrine 


of the Gnoſtics. Thus, in anſwer to Va- 


lentinus, who held that Chriſt had a kind 


of ſpiritual fleſh, Tertullian obſerves, that 


then he would not have been called a man, 
as he repeatedly is, or have been ſo deno- 


. 
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minated by .himfelf ; as, when he ſaid, 5. 
feek to 4¹⁴ me, a man, who has told you the 
truth *. 'This argument of Fertulkan 
makes willy againſt any doctrine that 
ſuppoſes Chriſt to have been, in any reſpect, 
different from, or more than, another man, 
and therefore would have carried him fat. 
ther chan he intended. Baſil fays,* there 
* was no occafion for his being born of a, 
« virgin, if the fleſh which was to con- 
« tai God was not to be of the e 


* 


* Adam :“ | a 


But the moſt Serious objection to this 
part of the Gnoſtic ſyſtem is, that if Chriſt 
had not proper fleſh and blood, and there- 
fore was not properly a man, he had not 
not the Feelings of a man, and therefore he 


* Licuit et Valenting ex privilegio heretico, carnem 
Chriſti ſpiritalem comminiſci. Quidvis eam fingere po- 
tuit, quiſquis humanam credere noluit; quando (quod ad 
omnes dictum eſt) fi humana non fuit, nec ex homine; 
non video ex qua ſubſtantia ipſe ſe Chriſtus hominem et 
filium hominis pronunciarit. Nunc autem vultis occi- 
dere hominem, veritatem ad vos loquutum. De Guts 


Chriſti ſect. 14. Opera, p. 319. 
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is no proper example to us, eſpecially in 
his ſufferings and death, with reſpect to 
which his example is more particularly 
propoſed to us; and in time of. perſecu- 
tion this confideration was of the greateſt | 
conſequence. As Origen ſays, © if Chriſt 
« ſuffered nothing in his death, how can his 
« example be of any uſe to thoſewho ſuffer 
« for righteouſneſs ſake, if he only ſeemed. 
© to ſuffer, but really felt nothing *. 
Sometimes, therefore, the whole ſcheme 
of chriſtianity is ſpoken 'of as defeated by 
this doctrine of the Gnoſtics, fo that they 
are ranked with unbelievers, merelytin/ con- 
ſequence of not believing the reality of 
Chriſt's ſufferings and death. Thus in the 
epiſtles aſcribed to Ignatius, he ſays, If, 
*« as ſome atheiſts, that is, unbelievers, ſay, 
he ſuffered in appearance only, it being 
only an appearance, why am I bound, 
«* why do 1 glory in fighting with beaſts ? 
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ü die in vain e.“ Alluding to the fame 
doctrine, he likewiſe ſays, I endure all 
* things, he who is à perfect. man ſtrength. 


* ening me ; meaning, probably, that 


he ſtrengthened himſelf by the example of 
Chriſt, - Accordingly, we find that, in ge- 
neral, the Gnoſtics avoided perſecution, 
But before I conſider their maxims and 


conduct in this reſpect, I ſhall cite what 


we find in the New Teſtament againſt the 


opinion of Chriſt's not having” a real ge 


man body. 


In whatever light the apoſtles ſaw as 


doctrine, it is evident, that they were much 


alarmed at it. This is particularly clear 
with reſpe& to the apoſtle John; but Paul 


ſeems toallude to this tenet of the Gnoſtics 
in 2 Cor. xi. 4. where he ſpeaks of the falſe 
teachers as preaching 'another Jeſus than 
him that he had preached, For in this 
ſenſe the ſame phraſe is uſed by ſome of the 
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early chriſtian writers, and indeed jit does not 
appear that he could have any other mean- 


ing; as in no other ſenſe did any perſons 
ever preach what could be called another 


Jeſus. But a Jeſus not conſiſting of fleſh and 


blood, or a Jeſus whoſe ſoul had been a ſu per- 
angelic ſpirit, was indeed a very' different 
Jeſus from him that Paul had preached, 
viz. a man like himſelf, and only diſtin- 
guiſhed by the peculiar preſence and power 
of God accompanying him. Alſo, what 
could Peter mean by ſaying that thoſe who 
brought in damnable herefies, 2 Pet. ii. 1. 
denying the Lord that bought them, but the 
ſame that Paul meant by - preaching another 
Jeſus, which implied a denial of the true 
Jeſus ? If theſe perſons had been apoſtates 
from chriſtianity, they would not have 
been claſſed with þeretics, or have been 
mentioned as intermixed with chriſtians. 
There can be no doubt, however, with 


reſpe& to the meaning of the apoſtle John; 


as the bare recital of the paſſages from his 
writings will evince. The doctrine of the 
Gnoftics concerning the perſon of Chriſt 
was ſo offenſive to him, and it was ſo much 

: upon 
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upon his mind, that. he . his firſt 
epiſtle, ſeemingly in a very abrupt manner, 
with the ſtrongeſt alluſions, to it. That 
wobich was from the- beginning, that obich 
we have heard; which. we have ſeen with 
our eyes, which we. have looked upon, i. e. 
have cloſely inſpected and examined, and 
our hands have handled; of the word of life 
(For the life was manifeſt, and wwe have ſeen 
it, and bear witneſs,” and ſhew- unto you that 
eternal life which was with the Father, and 
was manifeſt to us). That which we have 
ſeen and heard, declare we unto you, Ge. 

What could he mean by ſpeaking of 
Jeſus under the figure of /ife, as a perſon 
who had been beard, ſeen, and even handled, 
ſo that they had the evidence of all their 
ſenſes, but that he was really a man, had a 
real human body, and not merely the appear- 
ance of one; which, it is univerſally al- 
lowed, was an opinion that was entertained 
by many perſons in his time. I ſhall pro- 
ceed to give other extracts from the writ- 
ings of John, in which he alludes to this 
doctrine of the Gnoſtics, and ſtrongly ex- 
vous his diſapprobation of it. 
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1 John iv. 1. Beloved, believe not every ſpirit, 
but try the ſpirits, whether. they be of God. 
Becauſe many falſe teachers are gone out into 
the world. Hereby know ye the Spirit of God. 

Every ſpirit that confeſſes ' that Jeſus Chriſt 
i come in the fleſh (or as it might be ren- 
dered, that Jeſus is Chrift come in the fleſh) 
is of God. And every ſpirit that confeſſes 
not that Jeſus Cbriſ is come in the fleſb is 
net of God. And this is the ſpirit of Anti- 
chriſt, whereof ye have heard that it fhould 
come; and even now already is it in the 
world. Coming in the fleſh, can have no 
other meaning than, having real fleſh, which 
many of the Gnoſtics ſaid Chriſt had not; 
and coming, cannot here imply any pre- 
exiſtent ſtate, for then the fleſh in which 
he came. muſt have pre- exiſted. 

2 John 7. For many deceivers are en- 
tered into the world, who confeſs not that 
Jeſus Chriſt is come in the fleſh. This is a 
decerver, and an antichriſt. The importance 
of holding the true doctrine concerning the 
perſon of Chriſt, in oppoſition to theſe de- 
ceivers, he urges with great emphaſis in 
the following. verſes, Lock. to yourſelves, 
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pte- exiſtent ſtate of Chriſt, I ſhall endea- 
your to ſhew that ſuch a conſtruction is ill 


+ He 


19 | Tenett of the Gmoftice, Book 1, 
that ye boſe not thoſe things which ye have 


' wprought, but that ye receive a full reward, 


Whoſoever tranſgreſſetb, and abideth not in the 


doctrine of Chr, . hath not God. He that 
+ abideth in the defirine of Chriſt, he hath both 
the Father and the Son. If there come any 
unto you, and. bring not this doctrine, receive 


him not into yout houſt, nor bid him God ſpeed. 


For he that biddeth him God Jpeed, is @ Par- 


taker of bis evil deeds. +, 
Though I do not propoſe, in this walk 
to enter into a critical examination of the 


meaning of particular texts of ſcripture, 
yet as it has of late been ſtrongly urged 


that the phraſe coming in the fleſh, uſed by 


John in theſe paſſages, has a reference to a 


founded, 


It has been aid that by this phraſe, 
s the opinion that Chriſt was truly a man 


te is very aukwardly and ynnaturally ex- 


_ « preſſed. The turn of the expreſſion, 


« ſeeming to leading to the notion offa 
« being who, had his choice of different 


ways of coming ; and therefore is level- 
* ö „ 
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« led 3 the Ebionites as well as ns 
« Gnoſtics.“ | 
On the eatrary, I think ths an 
ſufficiently ſimilar to other Jewiſh phraſes, 
of which we find various examples in the 
ſcriptures, and that it may be explained by 
the phraſe partaker of fleſh and blood, He- 
brews ij. 14. If the word coming muſt ne- 
ceſſarily mean coming from heaven, and im- 
ply a pre-exiſtent ſtate, ' John the Baptiſt 
muſt have pre- exiſted: for our Saviour uſes 
that expreſſion concerning him, as well as 
concerning himſelf, Matt. xi. 18, 19. John 
came neither eating nor drinking, and | they 
ſay he hath a demon. The Son of Man came 
eating and drinking, &c. It may alſo be 
aſſerted, with more certainty ſtill, concern- 
ing all the apoſtles+that they pre-exiſted ; 
for our Saviour, in his prayer for them, re- 
ſpecting their miſſion, makes uſe of the 
term world, which is not found in 1 John 
iv. 2, where he fays, John xvii. 18. As 
thou haſt ſent me into the world, 2 baue I 


alſo ſent them into the world. 
The phfaſe coming in the 00, in my 


opinion, refers very naturally to the doc- 
Vol. I. O . trine 
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trine of the Gnoſtics, who ſuppoſed Chriſt 
to be a ſuper-angelic ſpirit, E de- 
ſcended from heaven, and entered into the 
body of Jeſus. The phraſe he that ſhall 
come, or who was to come (his coming hav- 
ing been foretold -by the prophets) appears 
to have been familiar to the Jews, to denote 
the Meſſiah : but with them it certainly 
did not imply any coming down from hea» 
ven, becauſe they had no- ſuch idea con- 

cerning their Meſſiah. | 
Beſides, there is no trace in the epiſtle 
of John of any more than one hereſy. He 
neither expreſsly ſays, nor hints, that there 
were wo; and part of. his deſcription of 
this one hereſy evidently points to that of 
the Gnoſtics; and this hereſy was as dif- 
ferent as poſſible from that of the Ebio- 
Nites. The early writers who ſpeak of 
them mention them as two oppoſite berefies, 
exiſting in the ſame early period; ſo that 
it is very improbable 4 priori, that the 
ſame expreſſion ſhould be equally level- 
* led at them both.” Gnoſticiſm, there- 
fore, being certainly condemned by the apoſ- 
tle, and not the doctrine of the Ebionites, 
© ]- col= 


2 


c OT, TOE WR 


denied that Chri/t was come in the fleſh, John 
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I conclude; that in the latter, which is al- 
lowed to have exiſted in his time, he ſaw 
nothing worthy of cenſure; but that it 
was the doctrine which he himſelf had 
taught. If this apoſtle had thought other. 
wite, why did he not cenſure it unequivo- 
cally, as thoſe who are called orthodox now 
do, and with as much ſeverity... 
Tertullian maintained, that by thoſe who 


meant the Gnoſtics, though he ſays that by 
thoſe who denied that Jeſus was the Son of 
God, he meant the Ebionites*. He had no 
idea that the former expreſſion only could 
include both. But as the Gnoſtics main« 
tained that Jus and the Chriſt were dif- 
ferent perſons, the latter having come from 
heaven, and being the Son of God, whereas 
jeſus was the ſon of man only, the expreſ- 
tion of TFeſus being tbe Son of God is as 
directly oppoſed to the doctrine of the 
Gnoſtics as that of 'Chrift coming in the fleſh. 

As a proof has been required that the 


phraſe coming in the fleſh is deſcriptive of 


De Præſcriptione Hæreticorum, ſect. 33. p. 214- 
> the 
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the Gnoſtic | hereſy only, and not of the 
unitarian doctrine alſo, I would © obſerve, 
that it is ſo uſed in the epiſtle of Polycarp, 
the diſciple of John. In a paſſage in this 
epiſtle, in which the writer evidently al- 
ludes to the Gnoſtics only, he introduces 
this very phraſe, coming in the fleſh*. Be. 
« ing zealous of what is good, abſtaining 
* from all offence, and from falſe brethren, 
* and from thoſe who bear the name of 
* Chriſt in hypocriſy, and who deceive vain 
* men. For whoſoever does not "confeſs 
that Jeſus Chriſt is come in the fleſh, he 
is antichriſt, and whoſoever : does not 
% confeſs his ſuffering upon the croſs, is 
« from the devil; and -whoſoeverperverts - 
. the oracles of God to his own ' intereſts, 
and fays, that there ſhall be neither any 
i reſurrection, nor judgment, he is the 
« firſt- born of ſatan. Wherefore, leaving 
s the vanity of many, and their falſe doc- 
s trines, let us return to the word that 

vas delivered from the beginning. 
Had this writer proceeded no farther 
than the ſecond clauſe, in which he men- 
* See ſect. 6, 3. Abp. Wake's tranſlation, p. 88. 
„ tions 
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tions thoſe who did not believe that Chriſt 
ſuffered upon the croſs, it might have been 


ſuppoſed, that he alluded to two claſſes of © 


men, and that the latter were different 
from thoſe who denied that, he came in the 
fleſh, But as he goes on to mention a 
third circumſtance, viz. the denial of the 
reſurretjion, and we are ſure that thoſe 
were not a third claſs of perſons, it is evi- 
dent that he alluded to no more than one 
and the ſame kind of perſons by all the 
three characters. I conclude, therefore, 
that the apoſtle John, from whom the 
writer of this epiſtle had this phraſe, uſed 
it in the ſame ſenſe, and meant by it only 
thoſe perſons who believed that Chriſt was 
not truly man, 1. e. the Gnoſtics, 
It has been ſaid that the attempt to 
* aſſign a reaſon why the Redeemer ſhould 
be a man, implies both that he might 
have been, without partaking of the hy- 
* man nature, and by conſequence that, 
* in his own proper nature, he was origi- 
* nally ſomething different from man; and 
* that there might have been an expecta- 
tion that he would make his appearance 
O 3 in 


« in ſome form above the human.“ But 
it 1s certainly quite ſufficient to account 
for the apoſtle's uſing that phraſe coming in 
the fleſh, that in his time there actually 
exiſted an opinion that Chriſt had no real 


fleſh, and was not truly a man, but a being 


of a higher order, which was preciſely the 
doctrine of the Gnoſtics. That before the 
appearance of the Meſſiah, any perſons ex- 
peed that he would, or might come in a 
form above the human, is highly impro· 
bable. 
« A reaſon,” it is ſaid, Why a man 
„ ſhould be a man, one would not expect 
« in a ſober man's diſcourſe.” But cer- 


tainly, it was very proper to give a reaſon 


why one who was got thought to be pro- 
perly a man, was really ſo; which is What 
the apoſtle has done. 

The very circumſtantial account that 
John has given of the 5/ood which iſſued 
from the wound in our Saviour's ſide, could 
hardly have any other meaning, than ta 
contradict the doctrine of the Gnoſtics, 
that he had not real fleſh and blood, John 


rix. « 34+ But one of the foldiers with a peur 
pierced 
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pierced his fide, and forthwith came thereout 
blood and water. And he that Jaw it bare 
record, and his record is true; and be 
knoweth that be ſaith true, that ye might 
believe. What could be the meaning of 
chis remarkably ſtrong aſſeveration, but to 
aſſure the world that Jeſus had real blood, 
like other men? To the ſame thing he 
probably alludes, when he mentions the 
blood by which Chriſt came, as .well as the 

| water, 1 John v. 6. This is he that came by 

water and blood, not by water only, but by 
water and blood. Again, and probably with 
the ſame view, he ſays, 1 John v. 8. There 
be three that bear record, the ſpirit, the water, 
and the blood, and theſe three agree in one; 
the ſpirit and the water, referring probably 
to his baptiſm, and the hd to his death. 

With reſpe& to the other articles of the 

Gnoſtic creed concerning the perſon of 
Chriſt, viz. that Jeſus was one being, and 
the Chriſt another, and that the proper *} 
Chriſt came into Jeſus at his baptiſm, John 
alſo bears his ſtrongeſt teſtimony againſt it ; 
and he lays no leſs ſtreſs on a right faith 
in this reſpe& than in the other, 1 John ĩi. 
O4 23. 
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21. JI have not written unto. you becauſe ye 
know not the truth, but becauſe ye know it, and 
that no lye is of the truth. Who is a liar, but 
he that denieth that Feſus is the Chriſt? He 
is antichriſt that denieth the Father and the 
Son. M boſoe ver denieth the Son, the ſame hath 
not the Father. This alſo may explain what 
Peter meant by denying the Lord that bought 
them, as it may be ſuppoſed that he meant 
denying Jeſus to be the Chriſt. x John 
iv. 15. Whoſoever ſhall confeſs that *Jeſus is 
the Son pf God (which is equivalent to being 
the Chriſt) God dwelleth in bim, and be in 
God; chap. v. 5, Who is he that ovgreometh 
the world, but he that believeth that Jeſus is 
the Son of God. From the concluſion of 
John's goſpel we may infer what ſeveral · of 
the ancients have aſſerted, viz. that he wrote 
it with a particular view to refute the 
Gnoſtics. Chap. xx. 31. Theſe are writ- 
ten that ye might believe that Feſus is the Son 


of God, and that, believing, ye might have hfe 
through his name. | 


CIT 


SECTION 
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SECTION. VI. 
07 the Doctrine of the Gnoftics with opel | 
to Martyrdom, 


AN obvious conſequence of denying the 
reality of Chriſt's fleſh and blood was, 
that he never really ſuffered. This, in- 
deed, the Gnoſtics contended for, as his 
prerogative and excellence; thinking all 
the affections of the fleſh reproachful to a 
being of his high rank and natural dignity. 
Some of them, rather than ſuppoſe that 
Chriſt really ſuffered, faid that it was not 
even Jeſus, but Cimon of Cyrene, who 
carried the -croſs after him, that was hung 
upon it ; and that Chriſt, ſeeing this from 
a diſtance, laughed at the miſtake of his 
enemies, and then returned to his Father 
who had ſent him. This notion is by 
Theodoret aſcribed to Baſilides *. 


* TTafew de Toby 2 eye, ana Eyre Tor Kuprour vo- 
lun To wag οο¹ e e xpirov ry d xpirov mhp panda, 
D Twy IsdaaY Ty c, elf vrtpov, Sem tipo Toy amorts- 
Nala. Her. Fab, lib. 1. cap, 4. vol. 4. p. 195. 
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As, in the opinion of the Gnoſtics, 
Chriſt did not really ſuffer, we are not 
ſurprized to find that, in general, they did 
not allow the obligation of martyrdom, 
Irenæus ſays, that ſome of them deſpiſed 
the martyrs, and reproached them for their 
 ſafferings *, Clemens Alexandrinus ſays, 
that ſome of the heretics argued againſt 
martyrdom, ſaying, that ** the true mar- 
* tyrdom, or teſtimony to the truth of God, 
was the knowledge of the true God; and 
« that he was a ſelf-murderer who con- 
* fefſed Chriſt by giving up his life +.” 
In order to extenuate the merit of mar- 
tyrdom, Baſilides maintained, that the mar- 
tyrs not being perfectly innocent, ſuffered 
no more than they deſerved }. But this 


* Ft cum hæc ita ſc habeant, ad tantam temeritatem 
progreſſi ſunt quidam, ut etiam martyres ſpernant, et vituy 
perent eos qui propter Domini confeſſionem occiduntur, 
Lib. 3. cap. 20. p. 247- 

+ Taeg de Tu cipc luv Te napuc Tagrneds; artces aua & 
debug Pongovnr * H Mm Neyo eg anodn cu v r ola cilog .nöũoC 
den oTEp Y Macig chu Poe de auloy eau eaulle, aud. 
Toy d Sανν ouonymoasla* x; ana o], Tana popiguala th 
luce uc. Shern. lib. 4. p. 481. 

t Clem. Alex. Strom, 4. p. 506, 
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he might hold, without denying the obli- 
cation to die in the cauſe of truth. 
According to Epiphanius, alſo, B Baſilides 
held that martyrdom was unneceffary *. 
In the | paſſage quoted above from the 
epiſtle of Polycarp, there is an alluſion 
to this doctrine of the Gnoſtics, Every 
« one who ſhall not confeſs that Jeſus 
« Chriſt is come in the fleſh is antichriſt, 
and whoſoever ſhall not confeſs the mar- 
« tyrdom of the croſs is of the devil, and 
« whoſoever ſhall pervert the oracles of 
God to his own luſts, and ſay there is 
e neither reſurrection, nor judgment, is the 
firſt-born of Satan +.” Here is an enu- 
meration of the principal, at leaſt, the moſt 
obnoxious tenets of the Gnoſtics, who were 
the only heretics in that early age. 
In conſequence of this maxim concern- 
ing martyrdom, the Gnoſtics are ſaid to 
Aae Te m N Halpern, ac uus wy dem uapluper. Her. 
24. vol. 1. p. 71. 

+ Thas vag, oc ay pn ox Inow xpirey ey nap DEN. 
Ailxpirog eri Y og av jan ouuonoyn T0 agli Ts Faves, © Ty 
Cabo tri x, %5 ay leren Ta oye du opus po; rag tics 


r * dem halt avaraom, jails gion amar, IIS males 
in a L. Ep. Ad. FE ph. ſect. 5. p. 187. | 
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have made no difficulty of eating things: 
ſacrificed to idols, though nothing can be 
more expreſsly forbidden than this practice 
is in the New Teſtament ; as it makes one 
of the four articles of things prohibited to 
the Gentile converts by an aſſembly of all 
the apoſtles, is moſt ppintedly argued againſt 
by Paul, in his epiſtles to the Corinthians, 
and is likewiſe ſeverely reprehended i in the 
book of Revelation. 

In the dialogue of Juſtin Martyr, Trypho 
ſays, that many who were called chriſ- 
s tians ate of things ſacrificed to idols, and 
& ſaid there was no harm in it.” But it 
appears by Juſtin's anſwer, that they were 
Gnoſtics *. Irenzus ſays of the Valenti- 


nians, that, without diſtinction, they ate 


of things ſacrificed to idols, not thinking 
« themſclves defiled by them, and were the 
* firſt to attend the feaſts in honour of the 

heathen gods +.” The Nicolaitans alſo 


Ka o Tuba, H paw woes Ty Toy Inu Acyorloy euonayant, 
x Aryopuevary xpiriamuy, wundern 82 my Ta eU, X; unity ts 
rula Harn he neyew. P. 207, 
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he ets g,] Lib. 1. cap. 1. p- 30. 
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Auſtin ſays, ſactificed to idols, and did not 
oppoſe the Gentile ſuperſtition s. 
Upon the whole, this — [the 
non-obligation of martyrdom, and the prac- 
tice of ſacrificing to idols, is ſo generally 
laid to the charge of the Gnoſtics, andi it is 
ſo conſonant to their other principles, that 
it is impoſſible not to give ſome credit to 
the accounts, It is evident, however, that 
the charge was not univerſally, true. Some 
Marcionites, in particular, had ſo. great a 
value for the goſpel, and held the obligation 
of truth ſo ſacred, that they ſuffered mar- 
tyrdom rather than renounce. their profeſ. 
ſion of. chriſtianity... In Euſebius the Mar- 
cionites are ſaid to have boaſted of many 
martyrs + ; and particular mention is made 


by him of one Aſclepius, a Marcionite 
martyr 1. | 4 


* Hi nec ab iis quæ idolis immolantur cibos ſuos ſepa- 
rant, et alios ritus gentilium ſuperſtitionum non adver- 
ſantur. Catalogus Hær. vol. 6. p. 14. $73 

F K pat wenne 
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aulcy ala che . Gee Hiſt, lib. 5. cap. 16. Pp. 232. 
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We may learn from the New Teſtament, 
that ſome perſons profeſſing chriſtianity did 
not, for ſome time at leaſt, refrain from eat- 

ing things ſacrificed to idols; or from for- 
nication. But though this might be from 
want of conſideration, rather than from 
principle, the apoſtle Paul does not fail to 
expoſtulate with them with peculiar ear- 
neſtneſs on the ſubject. See 1 Cor. x. 20. 
2 Cor. vi. 16. See alſo what he obſerves 
concerning the neceſſity of a ubο would 
wall godly in Chrift Feſus, Juſſering perſe- 
cution, 2 Tim. iii. 10. with the enumera- 
tion of his own ſufferings in ſeveral places, 
which ſeems to allude to the contrary your 
ciples and practices of others. 

There are alſo perſons characterized by 
holding the doctrine of Balaam, both in the 
ſecond epiſtle of Peter, the epiſtle of Jude, 
and the book - of Revelation; and in this 
book, chap. ii. 14. they are deſcribed as 
teaching to eat things ' ſacrificed to idols, as 
well as to commit fornication, It is pro- 
bable, that they were all the ſame claſs of 
perſons, and that they were Gnoſtics, who 
held theſe principles. The particular com- 

mendation 
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mendation- given to the martyr Antipas, in 
this book, ch. ii. 1.3. and the reproof given 
to the church of Thyatita, for /uffering a 
perſon called Yezebel ta teach, and to ſeduce 
perſons to eat thingt ſacrificed to idols, chap. 


ii. 20. ſhews that there were of theſe Gnoſ- 


tics when that bock was written. | 

Alſo the ſolemn promiſe at the conclu- 
ſion of each of the epiſtles to the ſeven 
churches, of eſpecial favour to thoſe who 
ſhould overcome, plainly points out the ob- 
ligation that chriſtians were under to main- 
tain the truth at the hazard of their lives. 
Nothing can more clearly prove this obliga- 
tion on all chriſtians, than our Lord's own 


doctrine and example, Matt. x. 39. He that 


findeth his life Pall loſe it, and be that loſeth 


his life for my. ſake ſhall find it. But his 
own death, with teſpect to which we are 


particularly exhorted to follow his example, | 
is the ſtrongeſt ſanction that he could give | 


to his precept on this head. 
Indeed, nothing but he ſenſe. of this 


obligation, to maintain the profeſſion of 


our faith in all events, could have ſecured 
the prevalence of r in the world, 


and 8 
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and have enabled it to triumph over all the 
obſtacles that it had to encounter. No- 5 
thing elſe could have been ſo well caleu- t 
lated to give mankind in general ſuch a tl 
full perſuaſion of the fincerity of chriſtians, t 
and of their high ſenſe of the importance 
of the goſpel, and conſequently, to procure 
a proper attention to its es and gain 
converts to it. r 
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The Gnoflics diſbelieved the Refurretion. 
A LL the Gnoſtics, without exception, 
from thoſe who made their appearance 

in the time of the apoſtles, down to the 
Manicheans, diſbelieved the reſurrection. 
They held matter and the body in ſuch 
abhorrence, that they could not perſuade 
themſelves that the ſou! was to be incum- 
bered with it any longer than in this life. 
But they did not, therefore, give up all 
belief of future rewards and puniſhments. 


m believed the immortality of the ſoul; 
and 
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and that the ſoul, diveſted of the body, 
would be rewarded or puniſhed according 
to the actions performed in it. Without 
this there could never have been any mar- 
tyrs at all among them. as we have ſeen 
that there were among the Marcionites. 

However, as the docttine of à refurrec- 
ton makes ſo great a figure in the chriſ- 
tian ſcheme, the Gnoſtics, or at leaſt ſome 
of them, did not venture to deny it in 
words; but they ſaid it was a figurative 
expreſſion, and either related to the moral 
change produced in the minds of men by 
the preaching of the goſpel, ora riſing from 
this mortal life to an immortal one, after 
the death of the body. According to 
Epiphanius, Hierax ſaid that the reſurrec- 
tion related to the foul, not to the body , 
and the Manicheans faid that the death of 
which Pant wrote was a ſtate of fin, and 
the reſutrection a freedom from fin +. 


* Boda ap g Oy s ge jou Suede, 70 Tapas 
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Her. 67. vol. 1. p. 709- 

te peri, . anon 300 wen. 0 
Wux;luz Ive gen, rr Chry- F 
ſuſtom, in 1 Cor. 15. Opera. vol. xi. p. 664. „ 

Vor. I. P This 


TY 
1 


210 Lenets A the Gnofties, Boon l. 


This muſt have been the doctrine taught 
by Hymenzus and Philetus, whoſe words 
Paul fays, 2 Tim. ii. 17. did eat: as "doth 4 
canker, and who erred concerning the truth, 
faying that the, reſurrefion is paſed already 
and overthrew. the faith f ſome. It is 
poſſible, alſo, that Paul might allude to 
this doctrine of the Gnoſtics, when, in the 
epiſtle to the Coloſſians, after ſpeaking of 
their voluntary bumility, wor ſhipping Man- 
gels, intruding into things which they bad not 
feen, vain iy puffed up in their flefhly' minds, 
ch. ii. 18 (which are eyident characters of 
the Gnoſtics), he added yer. 20. If yeibe dead 
Wi th, Chrift, from the rudiments, of the world, 
why, as though living in the world, are ge 
fubjeB to ordinances ; as if, arguing, with 

them on their own principles, he, had-faid, 
If 1 the death from, which, we are to riſe,.be 
merely a death, of fin, why. do vou continue 
to live as men of this world only And 
again, ch. iii. 1. F ye then, be riſen ub 
Chrift, ſeek thoſe things which, are, Abave« 
where Chriſt fitteth on the right hand of God, * 
i. e. If, as you pretend, the reſurrection be 
paſſed already, and you be actually riſen 
| | again 
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again with Chriſt, live in a manner agres- 
able to this new and better life. I 
But in the fifteenth» chapter of the firſt 
epiſtle to the Corinthians, the apoſtle ar- 
gues at large againſt the doctrine of the 
falſe teachers in that church, Who held 
that the dead would not riſe; and there- 
fore he proves the doctrine of an univerſal 
reſurrection from that of Chriſt, and an- 
ſwers the objections that were made to it 
from its ſeeming natural impoſſibility. And 
it evidently. appears from the whole tenor : 
of the apoſtle's diſcourſe on this ſubject, 
as well as from his conſolatory addreſs to 
the Theſſalonians, on the death of their 
chriſtian friends, that he had no expecta- 
tion of any future life at all but on the 
doctrine of a reſurrection. JF. the dead riſe 
not, he ſays,” 1 Cor. xv. 16. then it not Chriſt 
raiſed ; and if Chriſt be not raiſed, your faith 
is vain, yeiare yet in your fins. Then' they 
alſo who are fallen aſleep in Chriſt are periſhed. 
If in thit life only ve have hope in Chriſt, ue 
are of all men moſt miſerable. And again, 
ver. 32. Tf rbt dead viſe not, let "ts eat and 
1 Wo to-morrow we die. In the whole 
L diſcourſe 
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diſcourſe he makes no account of, he does 
not even mention, their doctrine of happi - 
neſs or miſery without the bod. 

But the moſt extraordinary circumſtance 


is that, after this poſitive aſſertion, and 


copious illuſtration of the doctrine of the 
reſurrection, it ſhould ſtill continue to be 
denied by the Gnoſtics, who were not 
without reſpe& for his authority and writ- 

ings: They even pretended that his writ- 
ings were in favour of their principles. 
Bardeſanes appealed to the ſcriptures, and 
propoſed to abide by them“. The chief 
advantage which they imagined they had 
from the fcriptures on this ſubject, was 
from its being ſaid by Paul, that fe. and 
bland could not inherit the kingdom of God, 
1 Cor, xv. 50. Ambroſe fays that the 
« heretics who deny the reſurrection. urge 
te its being ſaid, that they do not riſe in 


«© the fleſh+.” The Marcionites alſo pre- 


To Toy. xpiriaruy Nh wirt x, yeapay cmerue* xn 
aro year, » anc, M ama, Contra Marcionitas, p. 106. 

+ Sicuti illi hæretici qui reſurrectionem carnis negant, 
ad dicipiendas animas ſimplicium, dicunt, his quia in 
carne. non reſurgant. De Divinitate F ho lb. 1. cap. 3. 
Opera, ve vol. 4 p. 279. 
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tended to prove from the ſcriptures that 


the body would not riſe again, ** becauſe 
« the prophets and apoſtles never men- 
« tioned fleſh or blood in a futute ſtate, 
« but the foul only. David,” they ſaid, 
* ſpeaks of his ſoul being delivered from 
« death. Thou wilt not leave my foul 
in hell, &c.*” They alſo argued from 
God's giving it a body as it pleaſed bim. 
It ſeems, therefore, that they thought 
that the groſs body being dropped in the 
grave, the ſoul would be clothed with 
ſomething which, though it might be called 
7 body, was of an etherial and ſubtile nature, 
free from all the imperfeRions of the preſent 
body. And in this they have, in ſome de- 
gree, the authority of the apoſtle. But then, 
they held that whatever the change was, 
it took place at Kn, and that what was 


* HN eatines &; She, Bette Jaws 
roma gap; n aH, anna uns wn, WA wile Se. 
Kai pelo ne o Aue · oh rypurw, puer, tw d. dus th Sayode, 
Origen Contra Marcionitas, p. 136. 
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committed to the ground always {remained 
there; whereas nothing could give any 
propriety even to the term reſurnecb ion, if 
the body that died did not live again, ho 
improbable ſoever it may appear to us. If 
nothing of that which dies is to appear 
again, in any future period of our exiſtence, 
there may be a new creation of men, but 
there cannot be any Proper reſurrection. It 
ſeems to have been in oppoſition to any 
other reſurtection than that of a proper 
body, that, in the epiſtles aſcribed to Ig- 
natius, mention is made of the reſ 
as being floh, as well as ſpiritual s. 
As the reſurrection was denied, or ex- 
plained away, by the Gnoſtics in the age « of 
the apoſtles, and they appear, from other 
circumſtances to haye been Jews, it ſeems 
that their philoſophy. had preyailed over 
the principles of their former religion. 
This is the leſs to be wondered at, as the 
| Saddueces, 2. conſiderable. ſet among the 
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| Jews, and ſufficiently: attached to their te- 


ligion in other reſpects, did likewiſe diſbe - 
lieve the reſurrection. But then they diſ- 
believed a future ſtate in any form, which 
n en 4 . 4 tg aber 
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Sentiments with Reſpect to Marriage, &c. 
THE contempt with which the Onoſtics 

treated the body, was capable of two 
oppolite applications, and vont therefore. 
naturally operate according. as perſons were 
previouſly diſpoſed, or as they were in- 
fluenced by other principles. For either 
they would think to urify and elevate the 
ſoul by negle&ing or macerating'the body, 
rigorouſly abſtaining from all carnal grati- 
fications ; or, conlidering the affections of 
the body as bearing no relation to thoſe of 
the ſoul, they might think it was of no 
great or laſting conſequence whether they 


P4 _ indulged. 
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indulged, the body or not. It is well 
known that principles ſimilar to theirs have 
had this twofold operation in later ages, 
leading ſome to auſterity, and others to 
ſenſual indulgence. .., 

That the principles of the Gnoſtics had, 
in fact, the worſt of thoſe influences in the 
age of the apoſtles, their writings ſuffi- 
ciently evidence ; and though it is. pro- 
bable, that the irregularities of the Gnoſties 
were in a great meaſure repreiled by theſe 
writings, ſo that we hear leſs complaint of 
theſe things afterwards ; yet charges of this 
kind are ſo generally and fo ſtrongly urged, 
and they are ſo probable in themſelves, as to 
be entitled to ſome degree of credit, In 
the treatiſe aſcribed to Hermas, we read that 
ſome thought as the body was to periſh, 
it might ſafely be abuſcd to Juſt *,” 
Euſebius ſays, that ** the Nicolaitans, co- 
temporary with Cerinthus, but a ſect of 
* no long continuance, were ſaid to have 


* Atque etiam vide ne quando perſuadeatur tibi interire 
corpus hoe, et abutaris eo in — aliqua. Lib. 3. ſe, 
7, Þ: 106, 


« their 
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« their women in common, on the maxims 


 « that it was lawful to abuſe the fleſh *,” 


But, perhaps, the moſt unexceptionable 
evidence in- this caſe may be that of a hea- 


then philoſopher ; and Plotinus repreſent} 


the Gnoſtics as ridiculing all virtue. But 
23 he intimates that the goodneſs of their 
diſpolitions might over-rule the influence 
of their principles, it is poſſible that the 
Gnoſtics themſelves might deny that ſup- 
poſed tendency of their doctrines . It 
was alſo generally ſaid, and probably with 
ſome foundation, that the calumnies of the 
heathens againſt the.chriſtians, as addicted 
to criminal indulgences, were occaſioned 
by the practices of the Gnoſtics, who called 
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themſelves / chriſtians; and were not diſtin? fi 
guiſhed from other chriſtians by the heaw d 
thens'®. 11101 43612434005 3114, 2970 44 Mk a 
That thoſe who are conſidered as heretics Wl : 
in the New Teſtamemt were-licentious'ih k 
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their manners, appears from a ' vatietylof 
paſſages: The apoſtle Paul; applying“ 10 

his own times the prophecies concerning 

the apoſtacy of the latter days, "ſpeaks, 

(2 Tim. iii. 1, &c. ) of ſome urho, having'the 
form of godlinefs, denied the priver of it, being 
addicted to almoſt every vice, which he 
there enumerates. He expreſſes this with 
equal clearneſs, chap. iv. 3. For the" time 
will come ben they will not endure faut 

+ defrine, but, after "their own lufts, "they 401ll 
beop to themſelves teachers, having" itching 
ears ; and they ſhall turn away their ears 1 

the truth, and ſhall be turned unto Fables, 
But the moſt ſhocking picture of 85 
irregularities of ſome profeſſing chriſtians, 
though, perhaps, in a tate of ſeparation 
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from thoſe Who were termed catholic, is 
drawn by Petet in his ſecond epiſtle, and 
alſo by Jude. It is evident, that they are 
the ſame perſons who are deſcribed by them 
both; and one feature in the account of 
Jude ſeems to fix the charge upon the 
Gnoſtics. He ſays, ver. 3- It was need ſul 
for me to write unto. you, and exhart you, that 
ye would earneſtly contend for the faith once 
delivered to the ſaints." For there are certain 
men crept in unawares, who were before of old 
pre-ordained to this condemnation; turning the 
grace of our. Gad into laſcrviouſneſs, and deny 
ing the. only Lord God, and our, Lord Jeſus 
Jude, the denying the Lord that bought them 
of Peter, and the denying that Chriſt is come 
in the. fleſh, or that Jeſus is the Chriſt, of 
John, were probably phraſes of the ſame 
import, as they nearly reſemble each other, 
and then there can be no doubt of the per- 
ſons ſo deſcribed being Gnoſtics,. 8 
It is poſſible alſo that, by denying the only 
Lord God, Jude might mean their aſcribing 
the making of the world to ſome other being 
than * * true God, which was the 52½ 
phemy 
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pbemy againſt God with which the Gentile 
Gnoſtics were charged; though this is the 


only circumſtance that can lead us to think 


that- the apoſtles had to-do with any ſuch 
Gnoſtics, But 'this ie very -poſible, 6. 
there is no circumſtance in this epiſtle 
that ſhews theſe-particular Gnoſtics to have 


been Jews; no hint being given of theit 


bigotted attachment to the law of Moſes. 
If the Gnoſties that Jude alludes to were 
Gentiles, this may alſo have been the caſe 
with thoſe of whom John writes. That 
they were the ſame deſcription of perſons 
there can be no doubt; and even John ſays 
nothing of their attachment to the law. 

Alſo, the fame perſons whom John chi. 
racterizes, by faying, they denied that Jeſis 
is the Chrift, and that Chriſt is come in the 


fleſp, he repreſents, 1 John iv. 5. as of the 


world, and ſpeaking of the world; and ſays 
that therefore the world heareth them. It 
was, probably, in oppoſition to the licen- 
tious maxims of the Gnoſtics, that John 


enlarges ſo much on the moral influence” 


of true chriſtianity in his firſt epiſtle ; as 


tbis 


Go 


1 John iii. 3, &c. Every man that hath 
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this hope in bim pur iſieth himſelf, even as he 
is pure. M boſoe per committeth fin, tranſ-. 
greſſeth alfa the law, for fin 45 the tranſgreſion 
of the l-. And qe know that be was man- 
ſeſted to take away fins, and in bim is no fin. 
Wheſoever, abideth in him ſinneth not. M bo- 
ſeever ſinnethʒ bath not ſeen him, neither known 
him. Little children, let na man deceive you; 
he that dath; righteouſneſs, 15 Fighteous; even 
as be is righteous. | Whoſoever is born of God, 
cath not commit fin, for bit feed remaineth in 
bim, and be cannot . e he ic 1 27 
G 

Here ſeems to be an Aufs to din 
principles, as well as practices. The deeds 
of the Nicalaitans, who, were Gnoſties, men- 
tioned Rev. ii. 6. were probably ſome im- 
purities, or vicious practices; and as it is 
ſometimes called the doctrine of the Nicolai- 
{ans, as ver: 15. that is ſpoken of with ſach 
abhorrence, it is probable that they. vindi- 
cated their practices by their principles. 
Beſides, vices would hardly be laid by the 
apoſtles to the charge of men, as known by 
a particular name, if they were not vices 
avowed by thoſe who bore that name, 
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 naſtexity and mortigcation; thinking "the 
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In general, however, it muſt be acknow. 
ledged, that the Gnoſties; at leaſt thoſe of 
a later period, were àdvocates for bodily 


body, in all caſes; a clog to the ſoul, and 
that all ſenſual indulgence, even ſuch às was 


deemed lawful by others, had an unfavour- 
able operation. Saturninus, as Theodottt 


ſays, taught that © marriage Was the doc- 
„ trine of the devil “.“ And we may 
clearly perceive, from Faak m ern to 
the Corinthians, and other patts of his 
writings, that ſimilar principles were in- 
culated by the falſe teachers of his day. 


Hence, probably, the queſtions about mar- 


riage propoſed to him by the chriſtians at 
Corinth, and his deciſion, Heb. xiii. 4. that 
marriage is honourable, and the bed undefiled. 
That he might allude to the Gnoſtics in 
the epiſtle to the Hebrews, is not 

ſible, as they were Jewiſh Gnoſtics that he | 
had to do with, and they were ſtrenuous 
advocates for the law of Moſes ; and-againſt 


that part of their ſyſtem much of mann 
U en ons) 
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is directed. But towards the 8 he 
ſcems, to deſcant upon other parts of it; 
and preſently after the aboye · mentioned ob- 
ſervation concerning marriage, he ſays, Be 
not carried about mith divers. and firange 
doctrines, Which, no. doubt, alludes to the 
Gnoſtics, as in ſimilar expreſſions, he cer- 
tainly does refer to them in various 1. 
of his writings. + IR 
This doctrine of the prohibition of mar- 
riage, it, is evident, that Paul thought, very 
in ol, by ,his making it one of the charac- 
ters of the great apoſtacy. of the latter times, 
1 Tim, iv. 3.  Forbidding to marry, and com- 
manding to abſtain from meats, Sc. 
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T HE Gnoſtics were not only — 4. 
dicted to the philoſophy of their times, 
(many of them being, as we may preſume 
from this | circumſtance, i in the higher claſſes 
| | of 


of life) but having had the advantage of 2 


liberal education, many of them had ſtudied 


eloquence, and, like the philoſophers of an- 
kiquity, gave lectures, or harrangucs, for 
money. It has been“ ſeen in the paſſages 
quoted from Origen and others, that the 
preaching of the Gnoſtics was ſaid to be 
caleulated to pleaſe, rather. than to edify their 
hearers, which was probably done by de- 
tivering fach diſcourſes as Plato, and other 
philoſophers did, who received money from 
their pupils. To this cuſtom there are many 
alluſions in the New Teſtament, eſpecially 
in the two epiſtles of Paul to the Corin- 
thians, in which he oppoſes his own con- 
duct (he having worked with his own hands 
among them, to-maintain himſelf, while he 
preached to them gratis) to that of theſe 
teachers, who mae a guin of them.” © 
They are thus deſcribed Titus ie 

that be (viz. the biſhop) may be able 
ſound doctrine, both to exhort, and to convinct 
the gainſuyert. For there are many unruly 
and vain tatkers, and decervers, efpecially they 
of the circumciſion, whoſe" mouths muſt be 
who * whale houſes, teaching 
things 
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things; which, they ought not, for filthy lucre's 
ſake, Thoſe alſo who, Peter ſays (2 Pet. 
ii. 1, &c.) brought in damnable herefies, de- 
nying the Lord that bought them, did like- 
wiſe through, coveteouſneſs with ſeigned . 
make merchandiſe of their W | 


1 * 
—̃ͤ —ſD—2———— —œↃPwh——ᷣ— 
0 "=" 
P 
. 


8 eo . 


Of 88 refractory Diſpoſition of ſome of the 


Gnoftics. 2-4 508 


THERE is another circumſtance which | 
diſtinguiſhed the Jewiſh Gnoſtics of the | 


apoſtles times, and perhaps thoſe, of no 
other, which was the high ſenſe they had 
of the dignity of their nation, their averſion 
to the Roman government, and indeed to all 
ſubordination. On this account the apoſ- 
tles frequently urged the neceſſity of a due 
ſubjection to ſuperiors, and the propriety 
of prayer being made for all men, as for 
kings, &c. This Paul. particularly en- 
joins Timothy with * to the church 
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at Epheſus, where there were many Gnoſ- 
tics, 1 Tim. ii,_1. I exbort, rene fore, ft 
all, that plc, prayers, interceſſiont}" 
and giving of thanks, be made for all nen: for 

kings, and for all that are in authority. * The 
ſame charge he gives to Titus (chap. iii: 1) 
Put them in mind to be ſubjett to principalities, 
and powers, to obey magiſtrates, &c, Peter 
alſo ſpeaks of them (2 Pet. ii. 10) as iert 
of government, preſumptuous, fel f willed, nut 

afraid to ſpeak evil dignities; and ver. 19. 

as promiſing men liberty, Jude alſo deſcribes 


them (ver. 8) as deſpifing en and en 
ing evil of dignities. 


This promiſe of liberty they might ex- 
tend to the Gentile chriſtians ; and for 
this.reaſon the apoſtle Paul might think it 
neceſſary to urge the obligation of chriſtian 
flaves to continue in ſubjection to their 
maſters, 1 Tim. vi. 1. Let as many faves as 
are under the yoke, coun Their own maſters 
worthy of all honour, that the name of God, and 
his doctrine be not blaſphemed.——If any man 
teach otherwiſe (from which it is evident, 
that ſome had done ſo) and conſent not to 
wholeſome words, even to the words of our 


Lord 
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Lord Jeſus Chrift, and to the doctrine which 
is according to godlineſs, he is proud, knowing 
nothing, but doating about queſtions, and frifes 
of words, &c, This circumſtance clearly 
marks the Gnoſtics, and therefore makes it 
highly probable, that the other doctrine, 
concerning freedom from ſervitude, was 
taught by the ſame perſans.. 


——— . — 
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SECTION XI. 

O public Worſhip among the Gngſtics. 
As the Gnoſtics were philoſophical and 

ſpeculative people, and affected refine- 
ment, they did not make much account 
of public worſhip, or of poſitive inſti- 
tutions of any kind. They are ſaid to 
have had no order in their churches. We 
do not hear much of their having regular 
biſhops among them ; and, making them- 


ſelves-by this means much leſs conſpicuous ' | 


than other chriſtians, they were not fo 
| Pe » 7 much 
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much expoſed to perſecution, even though 
they had not been diſpoſed to make im- 
proper compliances in order to avoid it; 

A particular account of the diſorderly 
ſtate of church diſcipline among the Gnoſ- 
tics may be ſeen. in Tertullian. He de-. 
{cribes it as. without dignity, authority, 
or ſtrictneſs. It is uncertain,” he fays, 
« who is a catechumen, or who one of 
« the faithful, as, they all attend the 
*« worſhip, hear, and pray in common. 
They are all conceited, and promiſe to 
* inſtruct others. They are proficients 
before they are properly catechumens. 
How noiſy are their women, how they 
have the aſſurance to teach, to diſpute, 
s exorciſe, undertake cures, and perhaps 
« baptize. Their ordinations are haſty, 
« light, and inconſtant. Sometimes they 
* advance mere novices, ſometimes. perſons 
e engaged in ſecular buſineſs, and ſome- 
times apoſtates from us. To- day one man 
«© is the biſhop, to-morrow another. 'To-day 
„he is a deacon, who to-morrow will be a 
reader. 'To-day he is a preſbyter, who 
© to-morrow 
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* to- morrow will be a layman; for they 
« impoſe on the laity the functions of the 
« clergy,” They have no reverence for 
their clergy. Many of them have no 
* churches, &c.* 

In an epiſtle aſcribed to Ignatius, we 
read that ** ſome” abſtained from the Eu- 
« chariſt, and'from prayer, becauſe they did 
not acknowledge the Euchariſt to be the 
« fleſn of the body of our Saviour Jcſus 
„ Chriſt, which "ſuffered for our fins, and 
* which the father in his goodneſs raiſed 


Way 
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Non omittam Gus etiam converſationis bereticz 
deſcriptionem quam futilis, quam terrena, quam humana 
fit, ſine gravitate, fine authoritate, fine diſciplina, ut fidei 
ſuæ congruens. Inprimis quis catechumenus, quis fidelis, 
incertum eſt ;; pariter adeunt, pariter audiunt, pariter 
orant, Omnes tument, omnes ſcientiam pollicentur. Ante 
ſunt perfecti catechumeni quam edocti. Ipſæ mulieres 
hæreticæ quam procaces, quæ audeant docere, contendere, 
exorciſmos agere, curationes repromittere, ſorſitan et tin - 
gere. Ordinationes eorum temerarite, leves, inconſt antes. 
Nunc neophytos conlocant, nunc ſæculo obſtrictos, nunc 
apoſtatas noſtros. Alius hodie epiſcopus, cras alius ; hodie 
diaconus qui cras lector ; -hodie preſbyter qui cras laicus; 
nam et lajcis ſæcerdotalia munera injungunt.— Nec ſuis 
preſidibus reverentiam noverint. Plerique nec eccleſias 


habent, &c. De Præſcriptione, ſect. 41. p. 217. 
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60 up.“ l It is proper, * therefore he 


ſays, to abſtain from ſuch, nor ſpeak of 


66 Them in private, or publicly, but attend 


*to the prophets, and eſpecially the goſ- 


„ pel, in which the ſuffering (of Chrift) ls 
« manifeſt to us, and the reſurrection com. 
« pleted, and avoid divifions as the prin- 
„ cipal beginning of evils*.” Clement 
Alexandtinus- ſpeaks of the hereſy of Prodi. 
cus who rejected prayer &. Origen alſo ſays 
there * are ſome who ſay that men ought 
„not to pray, admitting of no external 


„e ſigns, uſing neither baptiſm, nor the 


Lord's ſupper; perverting the ſexip- 
** tures, ſaying that „weer 04 elſe. _ 


prayer is meant by them 105 
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As many of the Gnoſtics thought that 


Chriſt had no real body, and therefore had 
not proper fleſh or blood, it. ſhould ſeem 


that, on this account, when they did cele. 


brate the . euchariſt, they made no uſe of 
wine, which repreſents the blood of Chriſt, 
but of water only. Clemens Alexzadrivus 
ſpeaks of ſome. who uſed water only in the 
cuchariſt, and they were evidently Gnoſtics, 
or heretics who had quitted the church *, 
With a view to this, Cyprian orders that 


wine be uſed in the euchariſt, and not 
water +. Chryſoſtom ſays, that ** Chriſt 


Nan Xpueerot, ounopaitailes Ta; yoapay Os x) To xte da Tio 
v Bwouevas , TT EO e De 
Oratione, ſect. 185. 

„ne an many, 03 e e x} od. 
xala Th gg gau, wn xala Toy xavwa Ti; ExnTiag, xpuperuy 
apegtuy, cep, TATIEING . Ya enn eh e g n You 
uh. Strom. lib. 1. p. 317. 

+ Admonitos autem nos ſcias, ut in calice offerendo 


Dominica traditio ſervetur, neque aliud fiat a nobis quam 


quod pro nobis: Dominus prior fecerit ; ut calix qui in 
commemoratione offertur mixtus vino offeratur. Nam 
cum dicat Chriſtus, ego ſum vitis vera, ſanguis Chriſti, 
non aqua eſt utique, ſed vinum. Non poteſt videri ſan- 
guis ejus, quo redempti et vivificati ſumus, eſſe in calice, 
quando vinum defit calici, quo Chriſti ſanguis oftenditur ; 


Q4 qui, 
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« drank wine after his reſurrection, in ofder 
** to eradicate the pernicious hereſy of thoſe 
«© who uſed water nn of wine in Pp 
v6 euchariſt *. 93 ; NEARS at's 1 " 44 
It is not ee however, a 
many of the Gnoftics might decline the uſe 
of wine in the celebration of the enchariſt, 
on account of their-abſtaining from wine 
altogether, as a part of theit ſyſtem of bo- 
dily auſterity. Such, ſays Beauſobre, were 
the principles of the Encratites, who ab- 
ſtalned from wine, fleſh meat, and mar- 
riage +. 1 1 - 7; 53m 
We have fewer accounts of 3 8 
Gnoſtics thought or did with reſpect to 
baptiſin, but it ſeems that ſome of them at 
leaſt diſuſed it. Tertullian ſpeaks of the 
Cajanan hereſy, as excluding baptiſin t. 
qui, ſcripturarum omnium ſacramento ac teſtimonio, effur 
ſus predicatur,, Epilt. p. 148. $44.4 I 
ZH Kan 270 ovm xx phe cmen;coman; apa ae aer 
cep fan urehf e nac Tay . emu g Tas 20s S dag fr Wh 


xexenuern. In Matt. 26. Opera, vol. 7. p. 700, 
+ Hiſtoire de Manicheifme, val. 2. p. 724. 3 

t Atque adeo nuper converſata iſtie quzdam de als 
hæreſi yipera venenatiſſima doctrina ſua pleroſque rapuit, 
jn primis baptiſmum deſtruens. De Baptiſmo, ſect. i. 

| Opera, p- 224, 


Valentinus, 
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Valentinus, Jerom ſays, pleaded for two 
baptiſms *. But what he meant by this 
does not appear. 
that there was a ſpiritual baptiſm, as well 
as'a carnal one, and that the former ſuper- 
ſeded the latter, which is — an of 
the Quakers, ot 

The Gnoſties did not _— the ſeriy< 
tures z but, as T have already ſhewh, they 


appealed to them, and defended their doe- 


trines from them. But as they did not 
conſider them as written by any proper 
inſpiration, they ſeem to have thought 


themſelves at liberty to adopt what they 


approved, and to neglect the reſt; with- 
out diſputing their genuineneſs. This, 


indeed, was not peculiar to them, but ſeems 


to have been a liberty taken by other pri- 


mitive chriſtians, who, living near the times 
of the great tranſactions recorded in the 


goſpel hiſtory, might think themſelves as 


good judges with reſpect to them, as thoſe 


who undertook to write hiſtories, Thus 
the Ebionites made no public uſe of any 


x. ban len ot comer Fan ficit, auidins 
baptiſmata eſſe contendit, In Eph, cap. 4. Opera, vol, 6. 
p- 177» i 


Perhaps he might fay 
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appears from Jerom, who ſaw; that goſpel 
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ee than that of Wale though 
they might eaſily have had the other goſ- 
pels, and the reſt · of the books of the New 
Teſtament, tranſlated for their uſe; and it 


as uſed by them, that it was not exactly the 
fame with our copies. It is well kaown, 
that their copies of Matthew's goſpel had 
not the ſtory of the micaculous conception; 
and they alſo added to the hiſtory ſuch cir. 
cumſtances as they thought ſufficiently au 
thenticated. No leſs liberty was taken by 
the -Gnoſtics, Cerinthus, ſays Philaſter, 


enjoined the obſervance of the Moſaic lay, 


rejected Paul, and admitted the goſpel of 
Matthew only, agreeing with Carpocrates 
with reſpect to the nativity of Chriſt?. 

Making any alteration in the books of 
ſcripture was called corrupiing them; and 
this, no doubt, was done by the Gnoſtics, 


but they could not thereby intend to impoſe 


their alterations upon the world, as the 


* Carpocras—Chriſtum de ſemine Joſeph natum arbi- 
tratur, © Cerinthus ſucceflit huic errori, docens de genera- 
tione itidem ſalvatoris, docet circumcidi et ſabbatizari— 
apoſtolum Paulum non accipit—Evangelium 4 ſecundum 
Matthzum ſalum IS Kc. Bib. Pat. vol. 5. p. 15. 


genuine 


Cu. HI, 
genuine writings of the apoſtles; for that 
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they muſt have known to be impoffible. 


It is, therefore, rather to be ſuppoſed, that 


they retained only ſuch parts of them as 
they thought the moſt uſeful; and in this 
they would naturally be Os by their + 678 
culiar principles. © 

This charge of corrupting the pen 
does not affect all the Gnoſtics. I know 
of none, ſays Origen, who- corrupt 
the goſpel, except the diſciples of Mar- 
« cion and Valentinus, and thoſe of Lu- 
* cian vs.“ The Marcionites, ſays Chry- 
ſoſtom, ( uſe only one goſpel,” which they 
« abridge, and mix as they pleaſe +.” 
What were all the particulars of Marci- 
on's alterations of the goſpel, we are not 
informed, but he began the goſpel of Luke 
with the third chapter, thus, In the 15th 
year of Tiberius Cæſar ;“ and this was 

* DD 


nes, % vag amo Ovanalon, olg Te 14 mw; aro Auma 358 | 


Celſ. lib.2. p. 77. 


+ On yap wapadexalios vis waſyoura; exons, bt an yo, 
n EIS Is Gal. 1. evra 
vol. 10. p. 971. 

t Taila waila wp e N ee ee 
rain. —Ev tv anal ds Tips Kar. Epipha- 
mus, Hær. 42. Opera, vol- 1. p. 312. 
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owing to his not giving credit to the hiſtory 


of the miraculous conception, contained in 


the two firſt chapters. 
We could not, however, have "ma 
Fae this omiſſion, that Marcion thought 
them not to have been written by Luke, 
if he had not expreſsly maintained this, a8 
we are informed by Tertullian, who, ſpeak- 
ing of the two copies of Luke's goſpel, his 
own, and Marcion $, ſays, I fay that mine 
« is the true copy, Marcion that his is ſo, 
* I affirm that Marcion's copy is adulte - 
„rated; he, that mine is ſo *.“ He adds; 
that his own copy was the more ancient, 
| becauſe Marcion himſelf did for ſome time 
receive it. But this he might do till, on 
examination, he thought he ſaw ſufficient 
reaſon to reject it. Cerinthus, Carpocrates, 
and other early Gnoſtics, rejected the hiſtory 
of the miraculous conception, as well as 
Marcion and the Ebionites. 


Ego meum dico verum, Marcion . Eeo Mar- 


cionis afirmo adulteratum, Marcion meum. Adv. Mar- 
cionem, lib. 4. cap. 4. p. 415. Quod vero pertinet ad 
evangelium interim Lucz ——adeo antiquius Marcione 
eſt ut et ipſe illi Marcion aliquando crediderit. ' Ibid. © 
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CHAT IETREW. 
The G moines: were the only Heretics in early 
| | times. 

Ir appears from the evidence of all anti- 

quity, that the Gnoſtics were always 
conſidered by other chriſtians as berelict; 
and though there were of them in the 
church of Corinth, and alſo in that of 
Epheſus, and os churches at firſt, they 
either ſoon ſeparated themſelves from the 
communĩon of other chriſtians, or were ex- 
pelled from it; ſo that when the apoſtle John 
wrote they were a diſtinct body of men, dif- 
tinguiſhed by peculiar names. Itis eaſy to 
ſhew, from eccleſiaſtical hiſtory, not only that 
the Gnoſtics were conſidered as heretics, but 
that they were the only perſons who were con- 
ſidered in that light for two or three centu- 
ries after Chriſt. But before Ienter on the 
proof of this, it may not be amiſs to make a 


few obſervations relating to hereſy, and the 
ideas of the ancients concerning it. 
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SECTION . 
x of Here in general. 


BY ERESY propetly agniftes a 2 
ſeparation, and therefore was uſed to 
expreſs a part detached from a large body. 
of men. In this caſe, the larger body, or 
majority, would, of courſe, entertain an un- 
. favourable opinion of them; but the mi- 
nority, without denying that they were 
beretics, or the minority, would not think 
themſelves ſubje& to any juſt opprobrium 
on that account. Thus, while the chriſ- 
tians were the minority among the Jews, 
and were conſequently conſidered as here- 
tics, Paul ſays, Acts xxiv. 14. According ts 
the way which they call hereſy, ſo worſhip 1 
the God of my fathers, As heretics, we 
alſo find that the chriſtians were caſt out 
of the Jewiſh ſynagogues (which was a 
pattern for the chriſtian excommunica- 
tions) and yet it appears chat, for ſome 
time, 


Q * 


K 


_—— 


ö ĩðVn Bo + Bon. ce. os MK. 3 


Cnar IV. the only Hereties. 239 
time, | chriſtians were admitted into the 
ſynagogues, and allowed to Aer and 
diſpute in them. 
Thus we find it to have been the W 
of Paul, in all his apoſtolical journeys, to 
begin with teaching in the Jewiſh ſyna- 
gogues, and that he continued fo to do, 
till, on account of their coming to no agree - 
ment, he was either denied that liberty, 
or withdrew of his own accord. This 
was the caſe at Epheſus, where he firſt 
preached three months in the Jewiſh ſy- 
nagogue, but then left it, Acts xix. 8. 
And he went into the ſynagogue, and pale 
boldly for the ſpace of 'three months, diſputing 


and per ſuading the things concerning the king« 


dom of God. But when divers were  bar- 


dened and believed not, but pale evil of that 
way before the multitude, he departed from 


them, and ſeparated the | diſtiples diſputing 
(or diſcourſing) daily in Oy 3 of one 
Tyrannus. © 

In like manner, when the Gnoſtics be- 
gan to diſtinguiſh themſelves, and to be 
troublefome- in chriſtian churches, in which 
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they 
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240 i 12 Gnoſties W BY Book I. 
they had been tolerated for a" time, they 
either ſeparated of themſelves, or were ex. 
pelled. Paul tolerated them for ſome time 
at Corinth, and only gave orders for the 
excommunication of the inceſtuous perſon, 
who is generally ſuppoſed to have been at 
the head of that party in the place; and at 
Epheſus, he contented himſelf with ex- 
communicating Hymeneus and Alexander, 
1 Tim. i. 20. As Hymeneus denied the 
reſurrection, as appears from 2 Tim, ii. 18. 
it is probable that Alexander did ſo too, 
and therefore, that they were both excom- 

municated as Gnoſtics. 5 
Paul's directions to Titus were —_ 44 
deciſive, requiring him to reject heretics after 
the firſt or ſecond admonition only; have 
ing perhaps, from a more perfect knowledge 
of their character, and a longer acquaintance 
with their conduct, found that there. Was 
but little proſpect of convineing them, and 
therefore thought that the ſooner they were 
entirely ſeparated from the ſociety of chriſ- 
tians the better. That they were Gnoſtics, 
and Gneſtics only, concerning whom he 


gave 


nA IV. the only Heretict. 247 
gere theſe directions is clear” from the 
context, Whieh 1 ſhall therefore recite, 
Titus iti. 9. But avoid fooliſh queſtions, 
and genealogies; and contentions, and firivings 
about the law, for #bey are unprofitable and 
vain. A mum tbat is an heretic, after the gr 
and ſecond admonition, riject, knowing that be 
that is ſuab is ſubuerted, and finneth, being 
condemned of himſelf. He here probably 
alludes to the © profligacy of ſome of the 
Gnoſtics, whichhe imagined/they could not 
but themſelves think to be blameable. As 
to mere opinions, no perſon can actually 
hold any one, and at the ſame time think 
it to be wrong, ſo as to condemn himſelf 
for holding it; and indeed thoſe practices 
which men really think to be juſtified by 
their opinions, they muſt themſelves con- 
ſider as innocent, whatever others w_ 
think of them 

With reſpe& to dorines, - this i is a piece 
of juſtice that Evagrius very candidly does 
to the heretics, after the ſeparation had 
continued a long time. No heretics, he 
ſays, „meant to blaſpheme, but all thought 

Vo. I. R « their 


242 © Þ; Gnoflics - Book, 
« their opigion to ITY to that of 
44 « thoſe who went before than. "3 
In the time of the apoſtle Jakes the 
Gnoſtics ſcem to have been entirely fe. | 
parated from the church; and it ſhould 
ſeem that they had generally retired of their 
own, accord, as may be collected from 
they were not of us ; for I they had been af us, 
they would no doubt bave continued with-us; 
but they went, ot, outs. that they might. be made 
manifeſt that they were not all of u That 
theſe perſons were Gnoſticg, is evident from 

the context. For in the verſe preceding, 
he had ſpoken of there being many anti 
antichtiſt to be one. who denied that Jeſus 
is the Cbriſt, which is well * * 
a Gnoſtic doctrinee. q 
It appears, however, ö . bock 

of Revelation, that there were _ 
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CA IV. the only Heretics. - 243: 
tions in this caſe, and that Gnoſtics were 
not abſolutely*excluded from all churches. 
There were Nicolaitans in the church of 
Pergamos, as well as others who did not 
come under that particular denomination z 
for the Gaoſtics were very carly divided 
into a variety of ſects and parties. Such 
perſons alſo there were in the church of 
Thyatira, Rev ii. 14, 15, 20. As chtiſ- 
tians had no creed in thoſe days, any per- 
ſon openly profeſſing chriſtianity, might be 


2 member of a chriſtian, church; and if © 


he did not make himſelf troubleſome by 
propagating offenſive opinions, would cer- 
tainly be allowed to continue in it. For 
this has been the caſe in all ages. After« 
wards the creed to which every perſon gave 
his afſent at baptiſm, was ſo framed as pur- 
poſely to exclude the Gnoſtics, and then 
the ſeparation - was complete, a8 will be 
ſhewn in its proper place. * 

In later times, when there was a till 
greater diverſity of opinion among chriſ- 
tians, the definition of a heretic came to be 
much more difficult, as is acknowledged by 
Auſtin, “Every error,” he ſays, * is not 

; R 2 s hereſy, 


3 " e my 8 n 
* 44 . Gnloftics . Boon l. 


14 bereſy. agu all hereſy, which confiſts 
« jn vice, muſt be an error. What it is, 

« therefore, that makes a heretic, cannot, 
«« think, be ſtrictly defined, or at leaſt not 
4 without difficulty*.” “TL 1 ohms 
At length che rule in which chfiftians 
acguieſced with the moſt ſatis faction, was to 
define that to be orthodox*which was re- 
ceived in thoſe great churches which Had 
been founded by the apoſtles, ſuch as thoſt 
of Rome, Antioch, and Jeruſalem! Irena 
ſtrongly urges this topic, faying, that the 
Valentinians were not before Valentinus/ 
nor the Marcionites before Marcion, Kc. 
This is the ſbort method taken by Tertullian, 
in his treatiſe De Preferiptione,” the great 


5s Nay enim e eie e 
riſid que in vitio ponitut, niſi errore aliquo hæreſis elſe non 
poſſit. Quid ergo faciat hæreticum, regulari quadam deh- 
nitione comprebendi ſicut ego exiſtimo, àut omnfnio hb 
poteſt, aut diffcillime poteſt. n eee 
Opera, vol. 6. p. 11. ' ; or. 
+. Ante Valentinum enim non bonsbt ge Wal a Va- 
lentino; neque ante Marcionem erant, qui funt a Mar- 
cione; neque omnino erant reliqui ſenfus maten, quos 
ſepra enumeravimus, antequam initiatores et tnventors, 
| perverſitatis eorum fierent. Lib, 3. cap. 4 p. 206. 


princigl 
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principle of which is«thus briefly expreſſed 
by himſelf, That is the true faith, which 
ig the moſt antient, and that a corruption 
« which is modern . But then to de- 
termine what was ancient, and what was 
modern, he appeals to the tenets of thoſe 
churches, or rather the biſhops and clergy 
of thoſe churches, at that time, without 
conſidering what changes had, in a courſe 
of time, been gradually and inſenſibly 
introduced into them . In this man- 

ner, however, hereſy, and novelty came +6 
be conſidered as ſynonymous. Thus the 
term «2129Joure ſeems to be uſed by Atha- 
naſius . 2 _— to this ire 


*Iaefſe 1 reruth POV Ge primum 3 id eſſe adult 
quodcumque poſterius: Ad Prax. ſeR. 1. p. 50. 

+ Quid autem prædicaverint, id eff{ quid illis Chriſtus re- 
velaverit, et hic preſcribam non aliter probari debere, niſi 
per eaſdem ecclefias, quas ipſi Apoſtoli condiderunt, ipſi eis 
predicando, tam yiva, quod aiunt voce, quam per epiſtolas 
poſtea, Si hæc ita ſunt, conſtat proinde omnem doctrinam, 
quæ cum illis is Apoſtolicis, matricibus et origina- 
libus fidei con piret, veritati deputandam ; fine dubio tenen - 
tem quod Eccleſiæ ab Apoſtolis. Apolteli a Chriſto, Chriſ- 
tus a Deo accepit. De Præſeriptione ſet. 21. 409. 

t Ai wy D de cundlug u 7% Laperales; arena. 
Can. Sabel. Opera, vol. 1. p. 654. 
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cumſtance, we ſhall often be miſled in read 
ing eccleſiaſtical hiſtory. For it is not un- 
uſual with hiſtorians to ſpeak. of an opinion 
as. new, when they themſelves have | ſaid 
that was adopted from ſome other perſon 
| une eee of _ give wind 
_ inſtances. yes * vf 
In later times ee came to be/-diftis 
-guiſhed from /ebi/m by che former; figni- 
fying a wrong opinion, and the latter 
an actual ſeparation from the conmuynice | 
of the catholic” church, though on any 
other account. Thus en. defines- the 
words . 
As the great body of Gnoſtics bad no 
communion with the catholic church, this 
very want of communion, on the principle 
above mentioned, was alledged as a deeiſive 
argument againſt them. Hereties, fays 
Tertullian, have nothing to do with but 
« diſcipline, The very want of commu- 
e nion with us ſhews abey that are n 
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* g | PS Jake * et ſchiſma e „ 
' hexeſis perverſum dogma habeat.z ſciſma_propter epiſcs 
palem diſſentionem ab egcleſia pariter ſeparct. Open, 
* 6, p. 209. 


I, „ 


„church. . 
Baſil, from the begining, 1 46 reject heres | 


-- 


—_—_ LAs: ſchiſtns' 
„ es of e 4. they ſet 
« and* left the head. and offgin u truth g 
And again, © If heretics are chriſtians, why 
are they not in the church of Goc 
the ebhurch by Eobebius g. 


* D:onyfius,” 
ſays Athshaſius, was no heretic,” becauſe 
« he did not ſeparate himfeM from the 
% It ſeemed proper, - ſays. 


(© tics nicely Rf” 4 Every — fays 


Hæretici 3 nullum habent conſortium noſtra 
diſciplinæ, quos extraneous utique teſtatur ipſa N 
communicationis. De Baptiſmo, ſect. 15. p. 230. 

+ Et cum hereſes et ſchiſmata poſt modum nata fant 
1 Pn 
atque originem reliquerunt. Opera, g. 112. 

{ Hæretici Qhriſtiani ſunt, an non ? fi Chriſaai lu; 
cur in eceleſia Dei non ſunt. P. 234. 

8 Taila ra drmaala ur o dh Th; cuoaing aypdlon die 
aοννπ]—j d Wü. Hiſt. I. 5 cap. 20. p. 28. 
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Jerom, is born in the church, but is gaſt 
1 out of the church, and: fights againſtathe 


« as any. hereſy exiſted, it ſeparated itſell 
« from. the cathalio church F. 
Thie being the caſe, according to the 
uniform teſtimony of all antiquity, in every 
period of it, it may be ſaſely conoludei, 
that though numbers of quiet peogle, might 
continue in communion with the church, 
yet that the majority muſt, have been ſuch 


all perſons; had equal liberty to retire: and 


ſet up ſeparate places of worſhip, and the 
temptation to continue in the church 


not great. Singe, thereſdre, there were ng. 
ſeparate. places of worſhip for chriſtians of 
any denomination, beſides either thoſe h⁰ 
were termed cat holics, or thoſe who . were 
called Gnoflics, under ſome name or other, 
it may be ſafely concluded, that in theſe 


* Omnis enim hzreticus naſtitur in eccleſta; fed'Ye 
eccleſia projicitur, et contendit et pugnat contra ar 
In Jerem. 22. vol. 4. p. 277. 1 „i 

1 Statim enim unaquæ que hæreſis ut exiſte «a 
congregatione Catholicæ communionis exibat, &c. De 
Raptlmo TITS ana 5 cap.19, vol. 7. p- de? 

early 


— 


? | 
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early times” none — heretics 
beſides: the Gnoſtics.. - W 12074087 
When bodies of men Aiaguicm them: 
ſelves ſo much as to form ſeparate places of 
aſſembly, they will of courſe be much 
talked of, and thence will ariſe a nebffity 
of giving them ſome. name, by which theß 
may be diſtinguiſhed from other dlaſſes of 
men. The purpoſe of diſcourſe and writ- 
ing will make this unavoidable ; becauſe it 
is - inconvenient frequently to uſe peri- 
phtaſes, and long deſeriptions of perſons 
or things. Accordingly, the diſciples of 
Chriſt had not long been known as a ſepa- 
rate body of men, before they were diſtin- 
guiſhed by the name of Nazarenes, from 
Nazareth, of which place ene was, "_ | 
then by that of chriſiian :: 

As the Gentile chriſtians uſed a diferene 
language from the Jewiſh, and of courſe 
held ſeparate, aſſemblies, and on other 
accounts had little communication with 
them, the latter came ſoon to be diſtin- 
guiſhed by a peculiar name, viz. that of 
Hit, We was probably given them 
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that of Nazarenes, which, not being any 
longer uſed in Greek, as fynonymous: to 


chriſtians. 1 


names, as Nicolaitans, Cerinthians, &. 
inſomuch, that other chriſtians having no 


were diſtinguiſhed, were, in thoſe early 


and this was the caſe with all the unitarians 


by their was IVY brethren, or 


chriſtians, but retained by the Jews, was 
not wanting to eee the Gentile 


For amilar eee ad Snoftics- wb 
ſoon diſtinguiſhed by a variety of peculitr 


* 


other name, this circumſtance, alone came 
to be conſidered. as à proof that all thoſe 
who were known by theſe peculiar names 
were not chriſtians. It may; therefore, be 
taken for granted, that all bodies of men 
who had no peculiar names by which they 


times, conſidered as orthodox chriſtians 


among the Gentiles, at the ſame time that 
they are allowed to have been even the ma- 
jority of the unlearned among them. 2 
of this hereafter,- .  - 

A perſon diſputing with a Marcivaite 
fo, How can you be a chriſtian, -who 
cc ben 
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called a chriſtian, but a Marcionite *?” 
Athanaſius alfo argues, that *-Arians are not 
e chriſtians, becauſe they bear 5is- name, 
« and not that of Chriſt . Chryſoſtom, 
teaching how to diſtinguiſh the catholics 
from others, ſays, that * Hereties have ſome 
I perſons'by whom they are called. A- 
0 cording to che name of the hereſiarch, ſo 
« js the ſect. But no man has given us a 
* name, but the faith itfelf . Again, he 
- fays, * Wete we ever ſeparated from the 
„church? Have we herefiarchs ? Have 
ve any name from men; as Mareion gave 
his name to ſome, Manes his to deren 


* 4 


| 3E x 
r Oe Contra Mar: 
Cionites, p. 12. | 
Nene copy . pada. Os N uus apelestd ces 
er, nay jupus; db exwow, ance eg ro oa Ts r auger | 
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Or. 1. Opera, vol. 1. p.309. Th 
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s. p. 680. 
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| maſs of evidence, that the Gnoſtics were in 


long uſed as ſynonymous, that there are 


„ and Arius his to a third part v. Tera 
tullian ſays, Ifahey be heretics, they can- 
4 not be chriſtians . 5 1280 22 1 


1 ſhall now proceed eee 4 


fact conſidered as the only heretics in early 
times; and it.is particularly remarkable; that 
the term heretic and Gnoſtic had been ſo 


many inſtances of their being uſed as ſuch, 
long after the Arians, unitariaps, and others 
had been decreed to be hereties, which ig 
a plain proof of the long eſtabliſhed, uſe of 
that term. In the inſtances that I ſhall 
produce, it will be exceedingly evident, 
that when the writers which I quote ſpeak 
of hereſy in general, the circumſtances of the 
diſcourſe are ſuch, as admit of no other ap< 
plication of the term than to the Gnoſtics 
only. As this is an artiele of ſome import- 
ance, I ſhall produce a. number of .inſtanecs 

* Mn yap ateo;ouva th, nanivung ie Yap” apeoiap;os 
ehe E Yap an ange xa2uuena * pat yap cf. N guar 
Ti ec. woTep Tw f Magruay, vu de Maaus, Tw dt Apucg,. TW 
d a900; Tig aupeoeus aggor/©-. Ibid. p. 681. 


I Si enim hæretici ſunt chriſtiani eſſe non poſſupt, - Dy 
fe ſect. 37. p. Us. 


from 
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from writers of every period; and I can 
aſſure my readers, that I could have added 


greatly tothe number of ſuch g if 


I had thought it neceſſury. * 
1 ſhall take the writers in the order of 


leet ; but in addition to what T have al- 


ready faid concerning” the apoſtles, and the 
notice that they have taken of the Gnoſtics, 


and eſpecially concerning John, and the 


introduction to his goſpel, I thall previouſly 


obſervey that the oldeſt opinion on this ſab« 


ject, viz. that of Irenzus, i is in favour of my 
ſuppoſition, that even, in the introduction to 
to his goſpel, he hd a view to the Gnoſtics 
only; and by no means, as it was afterwards 
imagined, and to ſerye à particular hypo- 
theſis, perpetually inſiſted upon by'tlic later 
Fathers, the unitarians, 


Irenæus ſpeaking of the Ceriathians and 


Nicolaitans ſays, that © John meant to re- 


«« fute them, and ſhew that there is only 
one omnĩpotent God, who made all things 
by his word, viſible and inviſible, in the 
7 the introduction to his Soſpel “ A 


of n ens hs 
Domini, et r regulam veritatis conſtituere in Eccleſia quia 
oft 
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A -heretics,” he fays, 75. hold chat the word 
„was made fleſh #.” Again, he ſays, | 
John alludes to the Gnoſtics both in his 


c them by the name of Antichriſt, and 
„ thoſe who were not in communion with 
« chriſtians 4.” The whole of theſe paſ- 


ell unus Deus omnipotens, qui per verbum ſuum omnig 
fecit, et viſibilia, et inviſibilia; ſignificans quoque, qui 
niam per verbum, per quod Deus perfecit conditionem, in 
hoc et ſalutem his qui in conditione ſunt, præſtitit homini. 
bus, ſic inchoavit in ea quæ eſt ſecundum. evangelium doc- 
trina. In principio erat verbum. Lib. 3. cap. a1. p. 218. 
* Secundum autem nullam ſententiam 3 
verbum Dei caro tum eſt. Ib p. %. 
| + Non ergo nn ben be noni ee 
nifi hunc qui ex Maria, qui et paſſus eſt : ſed geque Chriſ- 
tum avolantem ante paſſionem ab Jeſu ; ſed hunc qui na- 
tus eſt, Jeſum Chriſtum novit Dei ſilium, et eundem bane . 

paſſum reſurrexiſſe, quem admodum Johannes Domini dit. 

cipulus confirmat, dicens: Hzc autem fcripta ſunt, ut 
credatis quoniam Jeſus eſt Chriſtus filius Dei, et ut cre ' 
dentes, vitam æternam habeatis in nomine ejus; provi- 
dens has blaſphemas regulas, quz dividunt Dominum, 
quantum ex ipſis . ex altera et altera ſubſtantia” 
Propter quod et in epiſola ua 


dicentes eum factum. 
ſic teſtificatus eſt nobis: Filioli, noviſima hotn eſt, et 
quemadmodum audiſtis quoniam Antichriſtus venit, nunc 
Antichriſti multi 4 facti ſunt ; unde cognoſcimus duc 
1 | noviſſima 


eee 
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„ 


- 


* 


. K. A A 


| CuargBV. the only Heretier, 296 


. een the ae ee 


tion. 
r eee 
introduction to the goſpel of Matthew. 


noviſſima hora eſt. Ex nobis exierunt, fed non erant 
ex nobis; ſi enim ſuiſſent ex nobis permanſiſſent utique 


nobiſcum; fed. ut manifcſtaregtur quoniam non ſunt, ex 


nobis. Cognoſcite ergo nee omne mendacium ex- 
traneum eſt, et non eſt de veritate · Quiseſt mendax, niſi 
qui negat quoniam Jeſus non eſt Chriſtus ; hie eſt Anti- 
plures confingens, et patres multos ſimulans, comminuens 
autem et per multa dividens filium Dei: quos et Domi- 
nus nobis cavere prædixit, et diſcipulus ejus Johannes ir, 
ptædicta epiſtola fogere eos præcepit, dicens: Multi ſe- 
ductores exigrunt exierunt in hung; mundum, qui, non confitentur 
Jelum Chrillum i in carne veniſſe. Hic eſt ſeductor et Anti- 
chriſtus. Videte eos, ne perdatis quod operati eftis. Et rurſus. 
in epiſtola ait : Multi pſeudoprophetæ exierunt de ſeculo. 
In hoe cognoſcite Spiritum Dei. Omais ſpiritus qui conſi- 


tur Jeſum Chriſtum in carne veniſſe ex Deo eſt. Et omnius 


ſpiritus qui ſolvit Jeſum Chriſtum, non eſt ex Deo, ſed ex 
Antichriſto eſt. Hæc autem ſimilia ſunt illi quod in evan« 
gelio dictum eſt, quoniam verbum caro factum eſt. Et ha- 
bitavit in nobis. Propter quod rurſus in epiſtola clamat. 
Omnis qui credit quia Jeſus eſt Chriſtus, ex Deo natus eſt ; 
unum et eundem ſciens Jeſum Chriſtum cui apertz: ſunt 
port cceli propter carnalem ejus aſſumpſionem: qui 
etiam in eadem carne in quæ paſſus eſt, veniet, gloriam 
revelans Patris. Lib. 3. cap. 18. p. 241, 242% · 


For, 


236 S — 
Foriſpaleing-of thoſe who ſaid that Jeſus 
who was born of Mary was not the Chriſt, 
he ſays, . The Holy Spirit foreſeeing theit 
* perverſeneſs, and guarding againſt their 
*« artifice, ſaid by Matthew, the n 
W was in this wiſe e. 

With reſpect to the apoſtle John, Cle- Cle. 
mens Alexandrinus had the ſame idea, when 
he faid, that They are the antichriſt, in 
** tended by John in his epiſtle, who reject 
* marriage, and the procreatibn of children, 
_ © being guilty of impicty towards the, om- 
% nipotent creator, the one God, that · they 
may not be the authors of miſcry,-and 
„ ſupply food for death 1. &œcumenius 
alſo ſays, that by antichriſt John meant 
_ Cerinthus, and thoſe who were like him *y 

el gravidens ſpititus ſanfus depravatorgs, et pris- 
muniens contra fraudulentiam-egrum, per Matthæum at; 
Chriſti autem generatio ſic erat. Lib. 5. cap. 18. p. 239 · 

T Toy de cups N angela; atv, eg Te Tw akow 24 TW 
eee werſlarcale pci party Yeav, x; qa jan deu rape 
de xco dai je, Y Tuborouay zende aeg cf T xeops drug 
cellag c lipug. unde emxapmyey Tw Severus pon. ent den 
pally Av. To Ts Amorods laws, S 
Strom. lib. 3. p. 445... 
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He alfo ſays that, Peter by thoſe who 


follow the fleſh; meant the accurſed Ni- 


„% colartansþ1as the Gnoſtics, or Naaſenes, 
« or Cerdonians, for the miſchief ou 80 
Us many names 1“ Rd 0 $47 

This; I doubt not; Sib truth of the 
caſe ; and if this apoſtle expreſſed ſo much 
indignation againſt the Gnoſtics, and the 
Gnoſtics only (for no hint is given of there 
being more than one here that gave him 
any diſturbance) it is plain that the unita- 
rians, who were always conſidered as di- 
realy, oppaſite to the Gnoſtics, gave him 
none. And yet not only the nature of the 
thing ſhows, that there muſt have been 
unitarians in the church at that time, but 
it was expreſsly allowed by all the Fathers, 
that the, church was full of them, moſt of 
them diſbelieving even the miraculous con- 
ception. But this will * diſcuſſed more 
largely hereafter. | 
e Tu Ioan ufa, an” cave, a eee 
o Tellw ae. In %. nnn 
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RE CTI GN W 
/ Hereſy before Juſtin Martyr. 


JGNATIVUS frequently mentions hereſy 

and heretics, and, like John, with great 
indignation ;* but it is evident to every per- 
ſon who is at all acquainted with the hiſ- 
tory, learning, and language of thoſe times, 
and of the ſubſequent ones, that he had no 
perſons in his eye but the Gnoſtics only. 


I defire no other evidence of this, than a 


careful inſpection of the paſſages. I ſhall 
recite only one of them, from the epiſtle ts 
the Smyrnæans, ſect. 4, 5. in Wake's tranſ- 
lation, p. 116.- Speaking of his own ſuffer- 
ings, he ſays, ** he who was made a perfect 


* man ſtrengthening me. Whom ſome,” 


not knowing, do deny, or rather have been 
* denied by him, being the advocates of 
death, rather than of the truth; whom 
* neither the prophets, nor the law of 
„ Moſes have perſuaded,” nor the goſpel 


„ ;t{elf, even to this day, nor the ſufferings. 


.- «of 


. 
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©« of every one of us. For they think i#i 
« alſo the ſame things of us. For what q 
« does a man profit me, if he ſhall praiſe 
« me, and ſhall blaſpheme my Lord, not 
« confeſſing that he was truly made a man, 
« Now he that doth not fay this, does in 
« effect deny him, and is in death. But 
« for the names of ſuch as do this, they 
« being unbelievers, I thought it not fitting 
to write them unto you. Yea, God for- 
bid that I ſhould make any mention of 
« them, till they ſhall repent, to a true 
« belief of Chriſt's paſſion, which is our 
e reſurretion. Let no man deceive him 
« ſelf,» &c.“ He afterwards ſpeaks of 
theſe: perſons abſtaining from the eu- 
chariſt, and the public offices, ** becauſe 
they confeſſed not the euchariſt to be the # 
* Tlavle uche ail. jus b tna Tw rau and gur 1 
ved. Oy Tives H aM, dt n vis audi, ofls; 4 8 * 
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cem ru abaracys, Maden Rahe d, p. 36. 
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« fleſh of our Saviour Jeſus Chriſt, which 


s ſuffered for our ſins, and which the Fa- 
« ther of his . goodneſs raiſed again from 
* the dead. It will, therefore, he adds, 


become you to abſtain from ſuch perſons, 


* and not to ſpeak with them, neither in 
e private nor in public*.” | 
How like is this to the language of the 
apoſtle John, and how well they explain 
each other. Here we ſee the blaſphemy 


afcribed to the Gnoſtics, which Juſtin men- 


tions, their ſeparating themſelves from the 
communion of chriſtians} their denying the 
reſurrection, and their pride. Now, how 
came this writer, like John, never to cen- 


ſure the unitarians, if he had thought them 


to be heretics? Their conduct can only 


be accounted for on the ſuppoſition, that 
both himſelf and the apoſtle John, were 


unitarians, and that they had no idea of any 
herefies beſides thoſe of the different kinds 


of Gnoſtics. 
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2 Pearſon 
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Pearſon ſays, that Ignatius refers to the 
doctrine of the Ebionites in his epiſtle to 


Polycarp, and in thoſe to the Epheſians, 
the Magneſians, and the Philadelphians. 
But I find no ſuch references in them, except 
perhaps in two paſſages which may eaſily 
be ſuppoſed to have been altered; becauſe, 
when corrected by an unitarian, nothing is 


wanting to the evident purpoſe of the 


writer; whereas his cenſures of the Gnoſ- 
ties are frequent and copious; ſo that no 


perſon can pretend to leave them out, with- 


out materially injuring the epiſtles. Indeed, 
the evidence that I ſhall produce of writers 
ſubſequent to Ignatius not conſidering uni- 
tarians as heretics, affords a ſtrong pre- 


| ſumption that he did not conſider them in 


that light, and therefore that any paſſages 


in his epiſtles which expreſs | the — 
muſt be ſpurious. 1 4 


Beſides, there are in theſe epiſtles of Ig- 


natius, ſeveral things that are unfavourable 


to the doctrine of the divinity of | Chriſt, 
Thus, to the Epheſians, he ſays, How 


* much. more muſt I think you happy who 


are ſo joined to him (the biſhop) as the 
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* church is to Jeſus Chriſt, and Jeſus Chriſt 
to the Father, that fo all things may agree 


jn the ſame unity*.” To the Magneſians, 
he fays, ** As therefore the Lord did no- 
* thing without the Father, being united 
„to him, neither by himſelf, nor yet by 
* his apoſtles ; ſo neither do ye any thing 


without your biſhop and preſby ters . 


What this excellent man ſaid when he 
appeared before the Emperor Trajan, was 
the language of an unitarian, “ You err," 
he ſaid, “ in that you call the evil ſpirits 
«© of the heathens gods, For there js but 
one God, who made heaven and earth, 
* and the ſea, and all that are ih them; hl 
* one Jeſus Chriſt, his only begotten Son, 
* whoſe friendſhip may I enjoy . | 


— —— —— 
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t Unus enim eſt Deus, qui fecit cælum, et terram, 
mare, et omnia quz ſunt in ipſis; et unus Jeſus Chriſtus, 
filius ejus unigenitus, cujus amicitia fruar. Cotelerũ 
Patres, vol, 1. p. 173. 


In 
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n the—interpolated-edition-of Ignatius, 
ak is a paſſage which ſhews that the 
writer of it conſidered the Gnoftics as 
out of communion with the church, and 
the only perſons who were ſo, Speaking 
| n heretics in general, he ſays, © Be 

upon your guard againſt ſuch, which 
„ you will do, if you be not puffed ups 
and do not ſeparate yourſelves from [God] 
« Jeſus Chriſt “. 

In the epiſtle of Polycarp, cotemporary 
with Ignatius, written to the Philippians 
after his death, there are ſeveral references 
to heretics, eſpecially the quotation' I made 
from it, p. 203, which I wiſh the reader to 


look back to. In that paſſage, and in the 


others in which he alludes to berg, it is 
evident he had no view to any beſides the 
Gnoſtics; as when he ſays, © Laying aſide 


« all empty and vain ſhew, and the error 


« of many, believing in him that raiſed up 
e our Lord Jeſus from the dead But he 
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75 that.raiſed up Chriſt from the dead ſhall 
.** alfo raiſe us up in like manner .. 
The account that Irenæus gives of Poly- 
carp contains little more than a declaration 
of the antipathy that he bore to the Gnoſ- 
tics, and his having taught a doctrine con- 
trary to theirs. Among other things he 
ſays; ““ that when he met Marcion, who 
% aſked him whether he would own him, 
* he replied, I own you to be the firſt- born 
«« of Satan ' and that if he had heard of | 
the hereſy of which he was treating, which 
was that of Valentinus, he would have ſaid, 
according to his cuſtom , Good en 
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e what times haſt thou reſerved me, that 
« ſhould hear ſuch things. 148 26 
The manner in which Polycarp i in- 
{cribes his epiſtle is that of an unitarian .; 
„ Mercy unto you and peace, from God 
< Almighty, and the Lord Jeſus Chriſt 
„ our Saviour, be multiplied.“ 1 

I ſhall conſider the evidence * Hege- 
ſippus being an unitarian more particularly. 
hereafter. But, in this place, to take all 
the writers in the order of time, or nearly 
ſo, I ſhall produce two extracts from his 


works, preſerved by Euſebius, in which a 
variety of denominations of Gaoſtics are 


mentioned as heretics, and ſuch circum- 
ſtances are added, as, excluſive of the con- 
ſideration of his omitting the mention of 
the Ebionites, Nazarenes, or unitarians of 
any kind, clearly ſhews that his idea was 
fixed to the Gnoſtics only. ex) 

« Hegeſippus,” Euſebius ſays, * wrote the 


* hiſtory of the preaching of the apoſtles in 


« fivebooks. Converſing with many biſhops 
* in his journey to Rome, he found the ſame 
* doctrine with them all .—-The church 
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266 ' Gnoſtics Book. 1, 
« of Corinth continued in the right faith 


&« till their biſhop Primas.—Hitherto,” i.e. 
till the time of Simon, biſhop of Jeruſalem, 


* the church remained a virgin, for it was 


* not corrupted with abſurd doctrines. 
«© But firſt Thebuthis, becauſe he was not 
& F biſhop, began to corrupt it, being one 
of the ſeven hereſies, himſelf being of the 
« laity, of whom were the Simonians from 
« Simon, Cleobians from Cleobins, Doſi- 
« theans from Doſitheus, Gorthzans from 
« Gorthzus, and the Maſbotheans. From 
« them came the Menandrians, the Marcio- 
„ nites, the Carpocratians, the Valentini- 
“ ans, the Baſilideans, and the Saturnilians; 
*« each of them preaching their different 
* doctrines. From them came falſe chriſts, 
* and falſe prophets, who divided the unity 
„of the church with corrupt doctrines 


_ « againſt God, and againſt his Chriſt “.“ 
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What could this writer mean by thoſe 
who divided the unity of the church (which, 


in his time, the Gnoftics only did, and the 


unitarians certainly did not) by the falſe 
Chriſts, and eſpecially the dFrine againſt 
God, but the tenets of the Gnoſtics only. 
Corrupt doctrine againſt Chriſt is a more am- 


biguous exprefſion ; but the falſe notions 


of the Gnoſtics concerning*Chriſt were as 
conſpicuous as any of their doctrines, and 
are moſt particularly noticed by John. 

The other extract from this writer is no 
leſs to my purpoſe. ** Till this time,” 
viz. the time of Trajan, ** Hegeſippus ſays, 
that the church continued a virgin un- 
** corrupted ; thoſe who corrupted its doc- 
« trines, if they then exiſted, concealing 
* themſelves. But when the holy choir of 
e the apoſtles was dead, and all that _ 
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& ration who were favoured with their | 
« divine inſtructions, . then the ſyſtem of 
t atheiſtical error commenced, through the 
t« deceits of the heterodox ; who, when none 
* of the apoſtles were remaining, with open 
«« face undertook to oppoſe their know. 
„ Jedge falſely ſo called, to the preaching 
« of the truth *.“ What could be meant 
by atbeiftical errors and by knowledge falſely 
fo called, but the principles of the Gnoſtics? 

No characters of any ſe& in eccleſiaſtical 
| hiſtory are more clearly marked than theſe. 
In later times, indeed, almoſt every errone- 
ous opinion was called atheiſtical; but it was 
not ſo in that early age; and knowledge falſely 
fo called, is as deſcriptive of the Gnoſtics as 
if they had been mentioned by name, 
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SECTION Ut. © 
Of Hereſy accordin g 60 Juſtin Martyr. 


((OTEMPORARY with Hegeſippus was 
Juſtin Martyr, the firſt writer that can be 
proved to have advanced the doctrine of the 
permanent perſonification of the logos, of 
which a full account will be given here- 
after. He had occaſion to mention both 
the unitarians and the Gnoſtics. The for- 
mer, as I ſhall ſhew in its proper place, he 
mentions with reſpect, and a” tacit apo- 
logy for, differing from them, even from 
thoſe who believed that Chriſt was the fon 
of Joſeph as well as of Mary. But the 
manner in which he ſpeaks of the Gnoſtics 
is very different indeed from this. The 
apoſtle John himſelf does not expreſs a 
greater abhorrence of their principles. He 
ſpeaks of them as fulfilling our Saviour's 
prophecy, that there ſhould be falſe chriſts 
and falſe prophets (the very language of 
Hegeſippus above mentioned) who ſhould 
deceive 
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deceive many. One of the lin is as 
follows. 8 | 

«« There are, and have been, many per- 
„ ſons, who pretending to be chriſtians, 


« have taught to fay and do atheiſtical and 


« blaſphemous things, and they are deno- 
* minated by us from the names of the 


<« perſons whoſe doctrines they hold (for 


*« ſome of them blaſpheme the maker of 
** the univerſe, and him who was by him 
* foretold to come as the Chriſt, and the 
© God of Abraham, Iſaac, and Jacob, in one 
* way, and others in another) with whom 
« we have no communication, knowing 
© them to be atheiſtical, wicked, and im- 


e pious perſons, who, inſtead of reverencing 


„ Jeſus, confeſs him in name only, They 
* call themſelves chriſtians, in the ſame 
% manner as thoſe among the heathens in- 


bh ſcribe the name of God, on the work 


* of their own hands, and defile themſclves 
« with wicked and atheiſtical rites. Some of 
* them are called Marcionites, ſome Valen- 
e tinians, ſome Baſilidians, ſome Saturnia- 
* nians, and others go by other names, cach 
* from their peculiar tenets z in the ſame 
manner 
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« manner as thoſe who addict themſelves 


“to philoſophy, are denomiĩnated from the 


« founders of their reſpeCtive ſects. And. 
« as I have ſaid, | Jeſus, knowing what 
« would come to paſs after his death; fore= 


« told that there RACE ſuch men mo | 


„his followers *®.” -- -// 


He muſt be entirety —— TEY with 


eccleſiaſtical hiſtory who can imagine. that 
any of the characters here mentioned are 
deſcriptive of any other claſs. of men than 
the Gnoſtics. For they were perſons whoſe 
tenets were ideemed atherftical, who went by 
the names of certain leaders, who are par- 
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be Gnoſtics, and they were not in com- 
munion with the catholic church t! 


The other paſſage is to the ſame purpoſe. | 


After ſpeaking of ſome who held the true 
chriſtian doctrine, he adds, For 1 have 
« ſhewn you that there are ſome ho call 
<« themſelves indeed chriſtians; but are athe- 
< iſtical, and wicked heretics, teaching blaſ. 
% phemous; atheiſtical; and ſtupid doctrines. 


« If you compare them with thoſe who are 
they will not agree with 


« called chriſtians, 
< them, but dare to blaſpheme the God of 
% Abraham, the God of Iſaac, and the God 
* of Jacob; who alſo ſay that there is no re- 


40 ſurrection of the dead, but that immedi- 


ec ately after death ſouls are received into hea» 


| even. Do n take theſe to be chri ſtians“ . 
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Had the writer expreſsly ſaid that the 


perſons he was deſcribing were Gnaſtics, 
and Gnoftics only, he could not have ſpoken 
more plainly than he has done, eſpecially 
in ſaying that they denied the reſurrection, 
which none but Gnoſtics ever did bur 
which was done by all Gnoſtics without 
exception. If any perſon can think other- 
wiſe, I ſcruple not to ſay, that he hag not 


the ſmalleſt tincture of that kind of know 


ledge which is requiſite to qualify him for 
judging in theſe matters. It may be ſafely 
concluded, therefore, that, in the opinion 


of Juſtin, there were no heretics, beſides 


the Gnoſtics; and he does not appear to 


ſpare any whom. he thought deſerved the 


name of heretics, and were not in commu- 
nion, with the catholic churc g. 
Laſtly, I would obſerve, that it is after 
giving an account of Simon, Menander, and 
Marcion, known Gnoſtics, and without any 
alluſion to unitarians, that Juſtin mentions 


his writing a treatiſe againſt all herefies. 
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s EC TION IV. 
8 Hereſy according to Treneus, 


Ing who wrote a very large work 
on the ſubject of hereſy, forty or fifty 
years after the time of Juſtin, and m'a 
country where it is probable there were 
fewer unitarians than where Juſtin lived, 
again and again characterizes heretics in 
ſuch a manner, as makes i it evident that even 


* — 
Oy © -_ - | 5 
1 - _ - - * 
nt ——— — * , 
—— I TID . — 
— * . — — —— ö 1 
we A . — * 


r E — 
r 


5 be did not conſider any other claſs of men as 
i properly entitled to that appellation beſides 
4 the Gnoftics. He expreſſes great diſlike 


of the Ebionites ; but though he appears 
to have known none of them beſides thoſe 
who denied the miraculous conception, he 
never directly calls them heretics, and he 
takes no notice at all of apy gentile uni- 1 
tarians, though it will appear that they 
compoſed the majority of the common 
people among chriſtians. | 
In the introduction to his work it is 
exceedingly evident, that Irenzus had no 
view e perſons whatever beſides the 
bk Gnoſtics ; | 
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Gnoſtics; for he mentions their diſtinguiſn- 
ing opinions, and no others, ſpeaking of 


them as ** drawing men off from him that 9 Fl 
made and governs the world, as if they -- 
« had ſomething higher and greater to 0 1 
« (how than he who made the heavens and = 
e the earth; and all things therein, and as 4 
holding blaſphemous and impious opi- Sf 
« nions *.“ 9 

Irenzus conſidered Simon Magus as the = 
perſon from whom all herefies ſprung +, 1 


which was an opinion univerſally received: 
in the*chriftian church, and a proof that „ 


he thought no other opinions to be pro- F | 0 
perly heretical, beſides thoſe which might ff 
have been derived from him. But his doc- i 
trines were thoſe of the Gnoſtics, and ſo by; 
directly oppoſite to thoſe of the i, 11 
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Su, tg Tov * My 9 * 
ano Ts andy; . | a 3 | 
+ Simon autem hs, ex quo N hereſes _ 


ſubſtiterunt, habet hujuſmodi ſectæ materiam. Lib. 1. 
cap. 20. p. 94. Lib. 3. Pref. p. 198. 5 | 
T 2 | that 


5 276 ; Gnoflics ; Book 1. 
that they were never conſidered as having 
the ſame ſource. It is likewiſe a proof of 
Irenzus conſidering the Gnoſtics as the 
only proper heretics, that, ſpeaking of he- 
retics in general, as foretold in the ſerip- 
tures, he ſays that though they come 
from different places, and teach different 
things, they all agree in the ſame blaſ- 

% phemy againſt the maker of all things, 
and, derogating from the ſalvation of 
men *.“ He likewiſe ſays that the 
«« doctrine of Valentinus comprehended all 
hereſies , that * by overturning his fyſ⸗ 
* tem, all hereſy is overturned,” that 
they all blaſphemed in ſuppoſing the 


Per onines hæreticos qui prædicti ſunt hi enim omnes, 
quamvis ex differentibus locis egrediantur, et differentia 
doccant, in idem tamen blaſphemiz concurrunt propoſi- 
tum, letaliter vulnerantes, Yoczndo blaſphemiam in Deum 
factorem et nutritorem noſtrum, et derogando falutem 
hominis. Lib. 4. Pref. p. 275. 

+ In quo et oſtendimus doctrinam eorum recapitulato 
nem eſſe omnium hereticorum. Ibid. p. 274. 
| + Quapropter et in ſecundo tanquam ſpeculum habui- 
mus eos totius everhonis. Qui enim his contradicunt 
ſecundum quod oportet, contradicunt omnibus qui ſunt 


malæ ſententiæ; et qui hos evertunt, evertunt omnem 
herchm. Ibid. 


- «« maker 
| S 
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maker of all things to be an evil being. 


« and that they blaſphemed our Lord, | 


« dividing Jeſus from the Chriſt *" Tt 
could never have been ſaid by any perſon, 
that the doctrine of Valentinus compre- 
hended that of the unitarians, that the 
unitarians were ever ſaid to blaſpheme the 
maker of all things, or to divide Jeſus from 
the Chriſt, 

lrenæus likewiſe ſays, that « there was 
« a connexion among all the heretics, ' ex- 
« cept that Tatian advanced ſomething that 
c was new +.” But what connexion was 
there ever ſuppoſed to be. between the te- 


nets of the Gnoſtics-and thoſe of the uni- 


tarians ? He likewiſe ſpeaks of all heretics 
as having quitted the church, and taxing 


* Super omnes eſt enim blaſphema regula ipſorum : 
quando quidem ſactorem et fabricatorem, qui eſt unus 
Deus, ſecundum quod oſtendimus, de Labe five 'deftc- 
tione eum emiſſum dicunt, Blaſphemant autem et in 
Dominum noſtrum, abſcindentes et dividentes Jeſum a 
Chriſto, Tbid, | 

Connexio quidem faQtus omnium hæreticorum, quem- 
admodum oſtendimus; hoc autem a ſemetipſo adinve- 
nit, uti novum aliquid præter reliquos inferens. Lib. 3. 
cap. 39. p. 265. 
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te the holy preſbyte rs with ignorance; not 
„ conſidering how much better is an igno- 
rant perſon, who is religious, than a 
4 blaſphemous and impious ſophiſt &. 
Speaking of the Gnoſtics, he ſays, that 
the apoſtles were ſo far from thinking as 
„they did, that they ſignified by the holy 
** ſpirit that they who then began to teach 
e their doctrine were introduced by fatan, 
* to oyerturn the faith of ſome, and 
* withdraw them from life .“ He like- 
wiſe ſays, that ** all the heretics wete much 
later than the biſhops to whom the apoſ- 
« tles committed the churches .“ He 
meant, probably, the celebrated Gnoſtics, 


Qui ergo relinquunt przconium eccleſiæ, imperitiam 

ſanctorum preſbyterorum arguunt, non contemplantes 
quanto pluris ſit idiota religioſus a blaſphemo et impu- 
dente ſophiſta. Lib. 5, cap. 20. p. 430. 
I Neceſſe habemus, univerſam apoſtolorum de Domino 
noſtro Jeſu Chriſto ſentenũam adhibere, et oſtendere, eos 
non ſolum nihil tale ſenſiſſe de eo, verum amplius et ſigni- 
ficaſſe per ſpiritum ſanctum, qui inciperint talia docere, 
ſummiſſi a fatana, uti quorundam fidem everterent, et ab- 
ſtraherant eos a vita. Lib. 3. cap. 17. p. 238. 

t Omnes enim ii valde poſteriores ſunt quam epiſcopi 
quibus apoſtoli tradiderunt eccleſias. Ibid. cap. 20. p- 430. 


who 


* ; 
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who appeared in the time | of Adrian ; x j 
whereas he could not but know that the =_ 


Ebionites, and the unitarians in general, 
were very conſiderable before that time. 
He muſt have meant the Gnoſtics, when he 
ſaid, that all heretics were agreed that 


the maker of the world was ignorant of „ 
* the power above him *.“ He likewiſe k 
evidently conſidered all heretics to be Gnoſ- [ 
tics in many other paſſages of his work +. 1 


How little is it that Irenaus ſays of the 2 
Ebionites, and with how little ſeverity in 
his large treatiſe concerning hereſy. It is 
not one four hundredth part of the whole, 
while all the reſt is employed on the 
different branches of Gnoſticiſm. The 
harſheſt epithet that he applies to them is 
that of vari, which, conſidering the man- 
ner of the ancients, is certainly very mode- ö 
rate. Vani autem et Ebionæi 1. He fays, 
indeed, that God will judge them”, and + 


* Omnes enim heretici decreverunt, demiurgum igno- 
rare eam que fit ſuper eum virtutem. Lib. g. cap. 1. 
p. 219. 

+ See lib, 2. cap. 55. p. 185. ld-3. _ 

2 Cap. 1. p. 394. 
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„that worketh out their ſalvation upon 
* earth *.“ But this is no ſentence of 
damnation paſſed upon them in particular 
for holding their doctrine, but an argu- 
ment uſed by him to refute them; and is 
the ſame as if he had ſaid, mankind in ge- 


neral could not be ſaved, if Chriſt bod not 


been God as well as man. | 

That Irenzus did not mean to 4 a 
ſentence of what we ſhould now call Am- 
nation upon the Ebionites, is, I think, 
evident from what he ſays concerning them 
in the 21ſt chapter of his third book, and 
which has the appearance of great harſh- 
neſs. * If they perſiſt,” he ſays, in their 
* error, not receiving the word of incor- 
** ruption, they continue in mortal fleſh, 


* and are ſubjet to death, not receiving 


the antidote of life 1.“ The idea of this 


Aan pn de x} Tus HC; * Wis Fivenlas owes, & pan 0 
Otos w 0 TW ovuhipiay auſuy er tn; cm _— 


Nupnokl eig Sten. tt n o Deos exupnIn eig anMpwrrey. Lib. 4 
cap. 59+ p. 388. 


+ Qui nude tantum hominem eum dicunt ex Joſeph 
generatum perſeverantes in ſervitute priſtine inpbedientiz 
moriuntur. Non recipientes autem verbum incorrup- 

N. 


% how can they be ſaved, if it be not Gol 


e \ 
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writer and that of the Fathers in general 


was, that Chriſt recovered for man that 


immortality which Adam had loſt ; ſo that 
without his interference the whole race of 
mankind muſt have periſhed in the grave. 
This he repreſents as the puniſhment of 
the Ebionites. But he certainly could not 
mean that the Ebionites, 4s ſuch, ſhould 


continue in the grave, while all the reſt of 


mankind would riſe from the dead. He 
muſt, therefore, have meant, not that they 
in particular, but that mankind in general 
could have had no reſurrection if By 
doctrine had been true. 

Irenæus no Where directly calls 10 Ebio- 
nites heretics. I had thought that in one 


paſſage he had included them in that appel- 


lation ; but obſerving, that in his Introduc- 
tion, and in other places, in which he ſpeaks 
of heretics in general, he evidently meant the 
Gnoſtics-only, and could not carry his views 
any further, I was led to re-confider that 
particular paſſage, and I found that I had 
been miſtaken in my conſtruction of it. 


tionis perſeverant 7 
tis, antidotum vitæ non accipientes, p. 249. 
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22 © Gnoftics Boon 1, 
All heretics,” he ſays, being un- 
taught, and ignorant of the diſpenfations 
« of God, and eſpecially of that which re- 
« lates to man, as being blind with reſpect 
«to the truth, oppoſe their own ſalvation; 
© ſome introducing another Father beſides 


the maker of the world; others ſaying; 


that the world and the matter of it was 
* made by angels,” &c. and, after mention 
ing other ſimilar opinions, he adds, others, 
«not knowing the diſpenſation of the vir- 
gin, ſay that he (Jeſus) was begotten by 
* Joſeph. Some ſay that neither the ſoul 
% nor the body can receive eternal life, but 
„the internal man only,” &c. i. e. th 

denied the reſurrection *.“ | 


Indocti omnes hæretici. ignorantes diſpoſitiones Dei, 
et inſcii ejus quæ eſt ſecundum hominem diſpenſationis, 
quippe cæcutientes circa veritatem, ipſi ſuæ contradicunt 
ſaluti. Alii quidem alterum introducentes præter demiure 
gum, patrem. Alii autem ab angelis quibuſdam dicentes 
factum eſſe mundum, et ſubſtantiam ejus: Alii quidem 
porro et longe feparatam ab eo, qui eſt ſecundum ipſos pa- 


tre, a ſemetipſa floruiſſe, et eſſe ex ſe natam. Alii autem 


in his que continentur a patre, de labe et ignorantia ſub- 
ſtantiam habuiſſe. Alii autem manifeſtum adventum Do- 
mini contemnunt, incarnationem ejus non recipientes, 


Ali autem rurſus ignorantes virginis diſpenſationem, ex 


Joſeph dicunt eum generatum. Et quidam quidem neque 
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Now as Cerinthus, Carpocrates, and other 
Gnottics, denied the miraculous conception, 
as well as the Ebionites; and all the-reſt 
of this deſcription, both before and after 
this Eircumſtance, evidently belongs to the 
Gnoſtics only, and as in no other place 
whatever does he comprehend them in his 
definition of hereſy, it is natural to conclude 
that he had no view to them even here, but 
only to thoſe Gnoſties, who, in common 
with them, denied the miraculous concep- 
tion. If there be any other paſſage in Ire- 
næus in which he calls, or ſeems to call, 
the Ebionites heretics, I have overlooked it. 
The Ebionites were Jews, and had no com- 
munion with the Gentiles, at leaſt that ap- 
pears; and Irenæus ſays nothing at all of 
the unitarians among the Gentiles (who, in 
the time of Origen, generally believed the 
miraculous conception) though, as appears 
from other evidence, they. conſtituted the 
great maſs of the unlearned chriſtians. _ 


animam ſuam, neque corpus recipere poſſe dicunt æternam 

vitam, ſed tantum hominem interiorem. Eſſe autem hunc 

eum qui in eis fit ſenſus. volunt, quem et ſolum aſcendere ad 

perfectum decernunt. Alii autem anima falvata, non par- 

ticipati corpus ipſorum eam que eſt a Deo ſalutem. Lib. 5. 
cap. 19. p. 429. 
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$ECTION v. 


| of H ereſy according to C lemens: „ | 


Tertullian, Origen, and F irmilian, * 


CLEMENS Alexandrinus makes fregtient 
© mention of heretics, and expreſſes as 
much abhorrence of them as Juſtin Martyr 
does, but it is evident that i in all the places 
in which he ſpeaks of them, his idea of 
hereſy was confined to Gnoſticiſt. | 
He conſiders it as an anſwer to all here. 
tics to prove that “ there is one God, the 


*« Almighty Lord, who was preached by the 


« law and the prophets, and alſo in the 


0 bleſſed goſpel*.” He alſo ſpeaks of he- 


reſy as © borrowed from a barbarous phi- 


% loſophy ;” and ſays of heretics that 
* though they ſay there is one God, and 


„ ſing hymns to Chriſt, it was not accord- 
„ing to truth; for that they introduced 


* another God, and ſuch a Chriſt as the 


| * Kar aravay aladw Tay ayereow, wa Fiumwres Jnr, nine 
Kyupicv Taloxpaloge, Toy Tic voyou xa: TpoPrluv, wpog Os nas Te. 


6 Strom. lib. 6. p. 475. 
66 prophete 


**. 


CA IV. the only Heretics. 28 5 


% prophets had not foretold *.” He like- 
wiſe ſpeaks of heretics in general as having 
a high opinion of their own knowledge +. 
He calls them Jeg men who think that 
they have found the truth, p. 755, and une Hf.. 
oops 67npueres, elated with. a conceit of their 
knowledge, p. 759. He ſays that, © hereſy 
began in the time of Adrian,” when it is 
well known that Baſilides and the moſt diſ- 
tinguiſhed of the Gnoſtics made their ap- 
pearance 1. He ſays, that of the heretics 
ſome were diſtinguiſhed by the names of 
particular perſons, as thoſe of Valentinus, 
Marcion, and Baſilides, ſome by the place 
of their reſidence, others by their tenets, 
&c. mentioning none but Gnoſtics||, It 


2M Atoney au ls mw BagCapo Prlorofiey euperti; new Free 
Arya ge, xv xpirov uu, xola mim Meyeow, A po; 
a ,⅛ annoy yap Tov Irv gn, x, Ty Xpirev anus os 
TpoPriluca ccd hee N. Strom. lib. 6. p. 67 5. See 
alſo p. 542. 662. | 
+ Omow ywworus epd. Strom. lib. 7. p. 754. 
t Kale de pt 7g Apiars ru ge, xpoms ot Tag gf 
au? g ve Strom. lib. 7. p. 764. 
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may only bo conjectured that he meant the 
Ebionites by the Peratici enumerated by 
him among thoſe who had their denomina- 
tion from the place of their reſidence; but 
this is the only paſſage in the word which 


occurs. 


It is the more remarkable that 


this writer ſhould omit the unitarians, as 
he mentions fourteen different heretics by 
name, and ten hereſies by character. 

As the ftri& Ebionites hold no commu- 
nion with the gentile chriſtians, it is very 
poſſible that Clemens Alexandrinus might 
inſert them in a catalogue of heretics, and 
allude to them under the name of Peratici, 
without intending any cenſure of their doc- 
trine with reſpe& to Chriſt. Befides, this 
was a name given them, as he ſays, from 
their place of reſidence, and therefore did 
not-include the unitarians n_ the gen- 


tiles. 


n,, Slug de On wapeory; . as dr, oro Torre, g 01 Hepaỹuu 
de, amo vag. ws 1 rey Heu. ei Fe, aro erepyny, ws N ren Ef- 
Jay au de, ro Foymarlev tu, ws Dο AνανEẽ7e; Y 1 Twy AE 
Tov * as de, aro vrrodeotuy, x, wy THhurxaoy, g KννIο , of 


Optawai poo oryopevoyuevct * CN CEE 
dn Strom. 7. p. 765. 


Tertullian 
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Tertullian repreſents our Saviour as al- 
luding to falſe teachers, who ſaid that he 
was not born of a virgin; but it is evident 
from the whole paſſage, that he referred to 
the Gnoſties only, who ſaid that it was 
diſgraceful to him to be ſo born *. | 
In all: other places in Which I have 
found Tertullian ſpeak of hereſy in general, 
it is moſt evident that his ideas went no 
farther. than to the opinions of the Gnoſ- 
tics, except that he once calls Hebion a 
heretic. And then he expreſsly makes his 


hereſy to conſiſt in his obſervance of _ 
Jour ritual +. 


« Hereſies,” he ſays, + « do not differ . 
« idolatry, having the ſame author, and 


* Prznunciaveram plane futuros fallaciz magiſtros in 
meo, nomine, et prophetarum et apoſtolorum etiam; et 
diſcentibus meis eadem ad vos prædicare mandaveram, 
ſemel evangelium, et ejuſdem regulæ doctrinam 
meis delegaveram: ſed quum vos non crederetis, libuit 
mihi poſtea aliqua inde mutare. Reſurrectionem promi- 
{cram etiam carnis, ſed recogitavi ne implere non poſſem. 
Natum me oftenderam ex virgine, ſed poſtea turpe mihi 
viſum eſt, &c, De Præſeriptione, ſect. 44. p· 218. | 

+ Ad Clare ſcribens invehitur in obſervatores et de- 


fenſotes circumciſionis et legis. Hebionis hæreſis eſt. De 
Præſ. ſect. 33. p. 214. 


c the 


/ 
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the ſame work with idolaters, for that 
«« they make another god againſt the-crea- 
4 tor, or if they acknowledge one creator, 
* they diſcourſe of him in à manner dif- 
«ferent from the truth“. Heretic,“ 
he ſays, deny that God is to be feared f,“ 
which agrees with his ſaying, that * the 
« heathen philoſophers were the patriarchs 
of hereſy , for they held that doctrine; 
but it was very remote from any thing 


that is ever laid to ths charge of ths mw 


tarians. 

Heretics, he 1 0 1 ; dilveiared with the 
© magi, with fortune-tellers, with aſtrolo- 
„ gers, with philoſophers ; being r 


* Neque ab idolatria diſtare hzreſes, cum et 5 et 
operis ejuſdem ſint cujus et ĩdolattia. Deum aut fingunt 


alium adverſus creatorem, aut fi unicum creatorem conſi- 


ttentur, aliter eum diſſerunt quam in vero. De Preſcrip- 
tione, ſect. 40. Opera, p. 217. 

+ Negant deum timendum. Ibid. ſect. 43. p. 218. 

t Hæreticorum partriarchæ philoſophi. Ad. Herm. ſect. 
8. p. 236. 
Ipfæ denique bereſes a philoſophia bend Inde 
- Zones, et formæ neſcio quæ, et trinitas hominis apud Va- 
lentinum. Platonicus fuerat. De Præſcriptione, ſect. 7. 
p. 201. 


os 40 by 
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« by a principle of curioſity; ſo that the 
quality of their faith may judged of from 
« their manner of life; for diſcipline is 
the index of doctrine “ | 
The whole of this” account is incon- 
ſiſtent with Tertullian's conſidering unita- 
rians as heretics. But much more is his ſay- 
ing, that the Valentinians were the moſt 
«© numerous of all the heretics+, and that the 
« heretics had nothing to do with their 
« diſcipline. Their want of communion,” 
he ſays, ** ſhews that they are foreign to 
us, For it is moſt evident that thoſe 
whom he calls /implices and idiotæ, were. 
ranked by him among the credentes, or be- 
lievers, They were even the major pars 
credentium, though unitarians, and holding 


* Notata etiam ſunt commercia hæreticorum cum magis 
quampluribus, cum circulatoribus, cum aſtrologis, cum 
philoſophis, curioſitati ſcilicet deditis.—Adeo ut de genete 
converſationis qualitas fidei æſtimari poteſt : doctrinæ in- 
dex diſciplina eſt. De Præſcriptione, ſ. 43. p- 218, 

+ Valentiniani frequentiſſimum plane collegium inter 
hzreticos, Ad. Valen. ſect. 1. p. 250. 2 

t Hæretici autem nullum habent conſortium noſtræ dif- 
ciplinæ, quos extraneos utique teſtatur ipſs ademptio com- 
municationis. De Baptiſmo, ſect. 15. p. 230. 

. U the 
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the doctrine of the trinity in abhorrence, 
as we ſhall ſee in its proper place. 

_ Origen ſays, that _** heretics borrowed 
from the Greek philoſophy, from abſtruſe 
„ myſteries and from ſtrolling aſtrologers®*.” 
Jerom alſo ſays © the vain words of the phi- 
„ loſophers, which, in the doctrine of Plato 
* have killed the children of the church, is 
turned into divine wrath and blood to 
„them.“ Valentinus is ſaid to have been 
a Platoniſt; but it is certain that, in general, 
the philoſophy of the Gnoſtics was that of 
the Oriental fect. Plotinus, we have ſeen, 
calls it a foreign philoſophy. With much 
more juſtice might the Gnoſties have re- 
criminated on Origen and his · friends, for 
their principles were certainly more pro- 
perly thoſe of the Platoniſts. _ 

Farther, Origen fays that « heretics may 
ce be proved to be atheiſts by their doc- 


* AM e ede in IeBafquarcs ahbe prey u Thc Nee hes 
dalla en d,“ẽᷣ PiRogopepeney, Y) Hur vpn ETIRE XPIgNMENTY, KOs 
. arpooyer cue. Philoſophumena, p. 17. 185. 


+ Vana philoſophorum verba, quæ in doctrinis Plato- 


nicis eccleſiæ parvulos interimebant, in ultionem divinam 


ils converſa eſt et in cruorem. In Pf, 77. Opera, vol. 7. 


p. 97- 4 
% trines, 


- 
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« trines, manners, and works *, which 
is a charge that was never advanced againſt 
the unitarians, but conſtantly againſt the 
Gnoſtics. I wonder,” ſays he again, 
« how the heterodox can ſay that there are 
« two Gods in the Old Teſtament.” He 
alſo ſpeaks of the heretics as ſtudying elo- 
% quence to pleaſe their hearers, not to 
« convert them from vice}.” * Such,” 
« again, ſays he, are the heretics, who 
« adorn their diſcourſe, not to convert their 
„ hearers, but to pleaſe them ||.” Laſtly, 
he ſays, ©* the heretics, through their great 
* madneſs, concealed their private myſ- 
« teriesh.” All theſe characters are exactly 


* beats ad, nala maren, 9 nala Tgomor, U 
xzT cy. Philoſophumena, p. 8. 16. 

+ Obey Lawvuatry wo ener: ws dv — aupdepa; 
T2; NN os Elepodot, ine Ny Y en Tels Te pie yXoueras 
Comment. vol. 2. p. 14. 

+ Towle; eypnor rug ug rum Elepodobuv, ee 
lor aiſſlup un emirge only rug azoving. In Jer. Hom. 1. Com- 
ment. vol. 1. p. 72. 

Tales ſunt hæretici, qui orationem ſuarn verborum 
decore componunt, non ut convertant audientes a vitiis, 
ſed ut delectent. Opera, vol. 1. p. 614. 

Aa Tw u ονονẽ/ Tuy aipflowy iv, o d Tu cu 
au , Tt Ta agua cala Au ,. Philoſ. p. 6. 

v2 deſcriptive 
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deſcriptive of the Gnoſtics, but not one of 
them can be ſaid to apply to the unitarians. 
But, beſides this, there are a great variety 
of characters by which Origen diſtinguiſhes 
heretics in general, and by which it may be 
perceived that he could not mean any be- 
ſides the Gnoſties. 


In ene place he evidently conſiders the 


unitarians and heretics ſeparately, as two diſ- 
tin& claſſes of men ; but ſuppoſes that the 
unitarians confounded the perſons of the 
Father and the Sen, on which account they 
were called Patripaſſians, But notwith- 
ſtanding the evil that he ſays of them, he 
acknowledges that they adhered to their 
opinion as thinking that it did honour to 
Chriſt, as on other occaſions he aſcribes it 
to their regard to the one true God the Fa- 
ther. We are not,” ſays he, ** to con- 
*« ſider thoſe as taking the part of Chriſt, 
„who think falſely concerning him, out 
of an idea of doing him honour. Such 
e are thoſe who confound the intelle& of 
the Father and the Son, diſtinguiſhing 
* their ſubſtance in idea and name only. 

& Allo the heretics, who, out of a de- 
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*« fire of ſpeaking magnificently concerning 
him, earty their blaſphemy very high, 
even to the maker of the world, are not 
„not on his fide *. 

Firmilian, writing to Cyprian on the 
ſubject of re-baptizing heretics, in anſwer 
to one Stephanus, who urged a direction of 
the apoſtles to that purpoſe, replies, that all 
herefies of any conſequence were ſubſe- 
quent to the time of the apoſtles, The en- 
tire paſſage, which I ſhall inſert in the 
notes, deſerves the attention of the reader +. 


* Ov chart yap en vp als Tv Ta \cvIn Pporeia; wept ale 
pala Tv E aulov, orion ki guyxeoves walpog & is , 
%, T1 vor age c Ndvſlec ewas Toy Walepe 34 Tov uo, Th ama porn 
x, Tos ova, Ticupeileg To e vITOKEXENEVNY « N o CLTTO TWY ag, 
pala Tv weyara Te als poem, alouay ty To w/®- N, 
xcu c eyoſles Toy dux uo, wx eiow vrt aus. Comment. in 
Matt. vol. 1. p- 471- 

Et quidem quantum ad id pertineat ned Stephanus 
dixit, quaſi apoſtoli eos qui ab hæreſi veniant baptizari 
prohibuerint, et hoc cuſtodiendum poſteris tradiderint ; 
pleniſſime vos reſpondiſtis, neminem tam ſtultum eſſe qui 
hoc credat apoſtolos tradidiſſe, quando etiam ipſas hæreſes 


conſtet execrabiles ac deteſtandas poſtea extitiſſe. Cum et 


Marcion Cerdonis diſcipulus inveniatur, ſero poſt apoſtolus 
ct poſt longa ab eis tempora, ſacrilegam adverſus Deum 
traditionem induxiſſe. Apelles quoque blaſphemiz ejus 

| U3 conſentiens 
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It is alſo evident that that excellent biſhop 
conſidered the Gnoſties as the only heretics, 
when he ſaid they had neither God, nor 
Lord, nor church, nor faith, &c. in com- 
mon with them“. 5 


conſentiens multa alia nova et graviora fidei ac yeritati 
inimica addiderit. Sed et Valentini et Baſilidis tempus 
manifeſtum eſt quod et ipſi poſt apoſtolos et poſt longam 
ætatem, adverſus eccleſiam Dei ſceleratis mendaciis ſuis 
rebellaverint. Ceteros quoque hæriticos conſtat pravas | 
ſuas ſectas et inventiones perverſas prout quiſque errore 
ductus eſt, poſtea induxiſſe; quos omnes manifeſtum eſt a 
ſemet ipſis damnatos eſſe, et ante diem judicii inexcuſabi- 
lem ſententiam adverſus ſemetipſos dixiſſe: quorum bap. 
tiſma qui confirmat, quid aliud quam cum ipſis ſe adjudicat, 
et ſe ipſe participem talibus faciendo condemnat ? Cy. 
priani Opera, vol. 2. p. 219. f 
* Porro cum nobis et hæreticis nec Deus unus fie, nec 
Dominus unus, nec una eccleſia, nec fides una, ſed nec unus 
ſpiritus, aut corpus unum; manifeſtum eſt nec baptiſma 


nobis et hæreticis commune eſſe poſſe, quibus nihil eſt 
omnino commune. Ibid. p. 229. 


SECTION 


CraAP. IV. the oaly Heretics. 295 


24 * p 


SEC TI ON FL, 
0 f Hereſy in a later Pericd. | 


] T is of no great conſequence to carry 
theſe authorities any farther, as it is ac- 
knowledged that the unitarians were con- 
ſidered as heretics after the time of Origen; 
and it is pofſible that they may be ſo called 
occaſionally by him, as well as others of his 
time who difliked their principles. For 
about this time the term hereſy, began, to 
be applied to the doctrines which were not 
entertained by thoſe more learned chriſtians, 
whoſe opinions (being in appearance more 
flattering to Chriſt, the author of their re- 
ligion) continually gained ground; though 
it was a long time before the common 
people in general could reliſh them. 80 
well eſtabliſhed, however by a long courſe 
of time, 'was the ſynonymous uſe of the 
terms heretic, and Gnoſtic, that they con- 
tinued to be ſo uſed occaſionally, even long 
after the decrees of councils had pronounced 
other doctrines to be heretical ; and of this 

I ſhall give ſome inſtances, _ 
Us Athanaſius 
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Athanaſius ſays, © the heretics make to 
« themſelves another maker of the univerſe 
« beſides the Father of our Lord Jeſus. 
« Chriſt *.“ Indeed, Athanaſius. conſi- 
dered- the proper unitarians in a more fa- 
yourable light than he did either the Gnoſ- 
tics or the Arians + Again, he ſays, the 
% heretics, leaving the diſcipline of the 
„ church, and making ſhipwreck of faith, 
«© —— make themſclves another God be- 
« fides the true God, the Father of Chriſt, 
who, they fay, was unbegotten, the 
« author of evil, and the maker of the 
« world .“ 

Euſebius, ſpeaking of the hereſies of 
the Jews, and thoſe of the Grecks, de- 
ſcribes them as atheiſtical, ſome of them 
introducing ſeveral contrary principles, and 


* Ot % ame Twy auptotuy arov ba, rl Tnumpyor 


ru Wasluy Tape Tow Talia Ts xups nay Inos xpre. De Incar- 
natione, Opera, vol. 1. p. 55. 


+ See Opera, vol. 1. p. 975 977, 978. | 
+ Or & „re 
nag, Y Weft v mi veeaynealls, x ue we vr νẽlds Te ranks 
T29aPpoeow C οτ) H, Ae tauslng waps To anawev Te 
Nic Tala Yeov cler, x, r aryernilov, Y none Worn X; Th; 


6 2 Th; whrews dea yev. Contra Gentes. 
Opera, vol. 1. p. 6. 
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_ others aſcribing the government of the uni- 
verſe to wicked perſons v. He alſo ſays, 
that Simon Magus was the leader of all 
ben A 
Cyril of Jeruſalem, whoſe s 
hood ſeems to have abounded with Gnoſ- 
tics, and eſpecially with Manicheans, ad- 
viſes to © hate all heretics, but eſpecially 
„ thoſe who had their name from mad- 1 
« neſs 3, meaning Manes ; and through 
his whole work he generally ſpeaks of the 
Gnoſtics as if he had thought them to be 
the only proper heretics, though he does 
not ſcruple occaſionally to give the ſame 
appellation to others who thought differ- 
ently from him. Thus he joins others in 
calling Simon Magus the inventor of all 
hereſy 9. The heretics,” he ſays, do 
* not acknowledge one God Almighty. 


9 In Pfa. 64. W ColleAio Patrum, vol. f. 

31 

9 fafy BY apxnyov :periu; Wralcy tres dei Tov "To w. 
eenpauey, Hiſt, lib. 2. cap. 13. p. 62. | 

| Kay ture fen manic aipthua;, thang d, To Trs panes 
eravuuor. Cat. 6. p. 91. 

$ Tas ans fen aect a; cvgiing Layer o Mares. Cat. 6. p. 87. 
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© body, do not make him perfect. For 
« how can he be perfect who wants either 


« of theſe ? If he has power over the ſoul, 


« and not over the body, how is he al- 
40 mighty 3 and if he has power over the 
* body, and not over the ſoul, how is he 
« almighty *! 3 5 


The term beretic ſeems alſo to be appro- 


priated to the Gnoſtics in the following 
paſſage: Nor has the devil made theſe 
« attempts with reſpect to the Gentiles 
only; but many who are falſely called 
« chriſtians, improperly called by the frag- 


rant name of Chriſt, have impiouſly dared 


eto alienate God from his own works. I 
«« mean the heretics, who are abominable 


* Aprlxor Os au, A eg Y Mpclepcv. x cidaow wva ways 


Texpalor decy. Taylongalup yap tri, o w, xpaluy, o Wan 


etenatuy. ci & Ace, Toy pev, eme Th huyns dero, Tov Fe, 
Tz own, 8 TFAMEIV AEVET! , Weg YAp TEAELKG, o AELTTWY EXGESOV EXOL- 


Tegw o yap huts efeoiaw Ex av, owl; de cu n , Ws 


ner ra? e * % o doToZuv owjxluv, un c᷑,,p de wehen, 
5 enler gal. Cat. 8. p. 111. 


* and 


 Gnoſtics Doo. I. 
For almighty is he who rules over all, 
4% and has power over all; for they who 
« ſay he is Lord of the ſoul, but not of the 


of 
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* and atheiſtical, pretending to be lovers of 
„ Chriſt, but who are in reality haters of 
„ Chriſt; for he who blaſphemes the Fa- 
ther of Chriſt is the enemy of the Son. 
« Ye have dared to ſay, that there are two 
« deities, - one good and the other evil *. 
Let the mouths of all heretics be ſtop- 
e ped who complain of the body, or rather 
*« of him that formed it . Laſtly, imme 
diately after ſpeaking of unitarians, who 
ſaid that Chriſt was from the earth only, he 
mentions © the heretics, who ſay that Jeſus is 
one perſon, and Chriſt another . Here- 
tics ſeem alſo to be uſed as ſynonymous 
to Gnoſtics in other parts of his work. 


* Ku & Aue ey Toi emo; enwyawroalo Taila o Ng. ana 
va win Y Woo Tuy xpiriavuy teuTog cf Tay Tw cue 
Xpirs ovopah nanu wpooaryopeuoueray, flounoay artou; atarvo- 
Tpiwrau Tov dt Twy oueuy Wompaluy . Tv, TW ce N wn, 
rug Trumps; x) aveulales mpoomromperes juiv ea PLoxpire;, lu. 
xpirus de wanilenu . o yap Tov mallepa Tv xpirs bo ,iC.n expo; ert 
Tz v. flohunoay elt lo Ju Yedbilag, wa , x) way u. 
Cat, . | 

F OuwsYwoay yap oi cige ub e o xahryopryits To Twpalov, 
pare Te alda Ts acalog, Cat. 12. p. 102. 

t Kai da Ta; wavas ray aptly, Tu iH, annoy ten ewes 
rey Xpigov, aney de Toy Inow. Cat. 10. Opera, p. 125+ 

See p. 112, I13. 116, 145. 
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Baſil, diſtinguiſhing between heretics and 
ſchiſmatics, ſays, that the heretics wete 

* entirely broken off from the church, on 
« account of the faith itſelf * ;” and all the 
inſtances that he mentions are of Gnoſtics. 
Gregory Nazianzen, who repreſents the Fa- 
ther as the only perſon in the trinity who 
was ſpared in his time, ſays, that he was 
the firſt who had been diſhonoured by the 
heretics, being divided into the good and 
the demiurgus T. This was never laid to 
the charge of the unitarians. 

„% Where,” fays Jerom; “ is Marcion, 
% Valentinus, and all the heretics, who 
aſſert that one being was the maker of the 
world, that is, of things viſible, and an- 
other of things inviſible $.” All within 
the church,” he ſays again, * are ruſtic 
* and fimple, all heretics Ariſtotelians or 


 * Pdofe row Toy if apyn;, To uev Twy auff, m e 
Toa. Ad Amphilochium Ep. Opera, vol. 3. p. 20. | 

T ITewies TperSe1; £15 ay Hoy — Nruxp ye wa TY; Ap xpuck; a- 
Tours, Or. 24. Opera, p. 428. 

t Ubi ſunt Marcion et Valentinus, et omnes haeretici, 
qui alterum mundi, id eſt, viſibilium, et alterum aſſerunt 
inviſibilium conditorem? In Eph. cap. 5. Opera, vol. 6. 
p- 173 : 

| 5 Plato, 


Candy; wy... as only Heretics. 301 
« Platoniſts *,” Of theſe two deſcriptions 
of men, the former, by the confeſſion of all 


antiquity, much better applied to ou uni- 
tarians than the latter. £21 ; 


Chryſoſtom repreſents it as an r to 
e all the hereſy that would ever ariſe, that 
% Moſes ſaid, in the beginning God created 
« the heavens and the earth.” He adds, 
« If the Manicheans come to you, and talk 
of their pre-exiſtent matter, or Marcion, 
*« or Valentinus, or the gentiles, ſay to them, 3 
* in the beginning God created the heavens 
« and the earth t. This was never denied ] 
by any unitarian. 

Laſtly, Ecumenius repreſents the wif- 
dom of the world as the cauſe of hereſy}; 
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* Eccleſiaſtici enim ruflici ſunt et ſimplices: omnes vero 
hæretici Ariſtotelici et Platonici ſunt. In Pſ. 77. Opera, 
vol. 7. p. 95 

+ Anaila cb⁰ % waoa; owov Ta; dum Ca, Ec 
aigtetg Th πννj,¹ ua lden c“ d Is wie ey apxy rom 
arne . 
waudeg, t Woes a vehh ems 0 ro rr ere g 0s. 

In Gen. cap. 1. Opera, vol. 2. p. 13. 
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and this writer always ſpeaks of the uni- 
tarians as a ſimple people. Theſe are all 
evident traces of its having been an original 
opinion, that the Gnoſtics were the only 
heretics; fince the language and the ſenti- 
ment occurred fo frequently after the prin- 
ciple itſe}f had been abandoned, which is a 
thing by no means uncommon, 


bo, Marre vouſles om; xy pen pos Tel exorles, G Wapapry- 
meg Toi Jeioig Ta avYpuniva, wa, Ty xouvohih Toy Nyouerey H 
Tau Tous axzoilas . oy ty after thor. In Jac. Opera, vol, 
2. p. 465. | 
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CHAF LES): V.. 


Of the Apoſtles Creed, as a guard againfl 


Gnoftic iſm. 


| NOTHING perhaps that has dane 
been advanced can give us ſo clear an 
idea of the extreme dread which the catho- 
lic chriſtians entertained of the prineiples of 
the Gnoſtics, as an attention to the ſeveral 
articles of that creed which is commonly 
called the apoſtles, all of which, in its origi- 
nal ſtate, were evidently intended to exclude 
the Gnoſtics, and no o other claſs of perſons 
whatever. 
A profeſſion of faith 3 in the divine miffion 
of Chriſt, and generally of repentance alſo, 
which had been the great object of John's 


baptiſm, to which that of Chriſt ſucceeded, 


was always required of every perſon who 
was a candidate for admiſſion into the chriſ- 


tian church. But while there were no he- 
reſies that gave much alarm to the body of 


chriſtians, it was thought ſufficient to make 
5 | the 


304 nee, Bo . 
the 8 ſimply to enten their 


faith in Chriſt, Or, if they Were Jews, that 


Jeſus was the Meſſiah; and ſuch are all the 
inſtances of baptiſm that are mentioned in 
the book of Acts. But afterwards, whether 
in the time of the apoſtles, or not, but very 


x probably before the death of John, other 
artigles were added, intended to exclude per- 


ſons who were not thought to be proper 


members of chriſtian churches, though they - 


did profeſs to believe in the divine miſſion 
of - Chriſt, At what time each of theſe 
articles Was inſerted in the creed is not 


known; and indeed the practice of the 
church appears to have been various in this 


reſpect, ſome articles having been uſed in 
one church, and others in another, and till 
leſs was the ſame form of m_ ML * | 


hered to. 


We are able, however, in Grd Wi ö 


| to trace the progreſs of this baptiſmal creed 
by its being publiſhed, with more or leſs of 


comment, by different chriſtian writers, 


from Irenzus, who is the firſt who has 


given any of the articles of it, to Ruffiaus, 


who firſt publiſhed a profeſſed commentary 
1 ; upon 


"Ihe 


Cu. V. the only Heretics. 305 
upon it, and ſince whoſe time no conſider- 
able alterations have been made in it. And 
it is remarkable that Irenæus introduces this 
creed into his treatiſe on hereſy, as a proof 
that the perſons he wrote againſt were con- 
demned by it; and in thoſe parts of his 
work he condemns none but the Gnoſtics. 
| Accordingly we read in Optatus, that he- 
« retics deſerted the ſacred ymnbol x, for fo 
this creed was called, and this was not true 
of any ſet of perſons whatever beſides the 
Gnoſtics. 
We have accounts of this creed in two 
different places of the work of Irenæus; 
and though it is evident that he does not 
give this creed in the very words in which 
it was delivered to the catechumens (indeed 
the two copies of the creed that he does give, 
differing conſiderably from each other, is a 
proof that he did not nean to give the creed 
itſelf, but only a commentary upon it) it is 
_ eaſily to perceive by his gloſs what was the 
real object of each article in it, and for 
this purpoſe I ſhall recite both his copier. 


* Heretci vero, vertatsexules, ſai et veriffi fym- 
doli deſertores, ——lib, 1. p. 1% 
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« He who holds without ſwerving the 


10 rule of truth which he received at bap- 
*« tiſm, will underſtand the names, phraſes, 


* and parables of the ſcriptures, and will 
“not know this blaſphemous hypotheſis. 
« The churches planted. by the apoſtles, 


% and their diſciples to the end of the earth, 


« xeceived that faith which is in one God, 
ce the Father Almighty, who made the-hea- 
te vens and the earth, and the ſea, and all 


things that are in them; and in one Jeſus 


« Chriſt, the ſon of God, incarnate for our 


« ſalvation; and in the holy ſpirit, who 


«« preached by the prophets the diſpenſa- 
„tion of the goſpel, and the coming, and 


6 „the birth by a virgin, and his ſufferings 


« and reſurrection from the dead, and the 
« aſcent of our beloved Lord: Jeſus Chriſt 
«© into heaven in the fleſh, and his return 
from heaven in the glory of the Father, 
«* to complete all things, and to raiſe all 


« the fleſh» of mankind; that to Chriſt Je- 


« ſus, our Lord and God, and Saviour, 
te and king, according to the will of the 
« inviſible Father, every knee might bow, 


of things in heaven, and things i in earth, 
« an,! 
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« and things under the earth, that every 
« tongue ſhould confeſs to him, and that he 
« ſhould judge all in righteouſneſs ; that 
« he might ſend into everlaſting fire ſpiri- 
« tual wickedneſs, the angels who tranſ- 
e greſſed, and who apoſtatized, the ungod- 
„ly, the wicked, and lawleſs, and blaſ- 
« phemous men; but give life immortal, 
and eternal glory, to the righteous, the 
« holy, and thoſe who keep his command- 
% ments, thoſe who remain in his love 
from the beginning, and alſo thoſe who 
6 repent #, | 
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The other copy, if it may be fo called, 


of the baptiſmal creed is ſhorter than this, 


but to the ſame purpoſe; repreſenting all 
chriſtians as believing “ in one God the 
% maker of heaven and earth, and of all 
« things that are therein, by Jeſus Chriſt, 
« the ſon of God, who from his great love 


4 to his creatures, ſubmitted to be born of 


«a virgin; he by himſelf uniting man to 
« God, and ſuffered under Pontus Pilate; 
and having riſen again, and being received 
e into glory, will come to ſave thoſe who 
« are ſaved, and to judge thoſe who arc 
*« judged, and ſend into everlaſting fire 


* thoſe who change the truth, and deſpiſe 


« the Father and his coming &. 


war Youu ee enge err cun N aala xn, I casa Hos 
oa thournoyroviai a, x, npiow Jura iv To ao. women. Ta 


pe myevualing Tr; mompiag, I ayyenus h ꝰ Ig, N ty anf 


P adobe, L, alive; 1, enum" 3 Dae: 


Twy avIpwTwy eig ro cu up Tip tog de Jurauorg, x; 0Wiy Y 
Tas eo; aiſle TEnpmeonn, rn nn ale Faye uemeet Toi af 


des, Tos Te en juclawoiag, dem Xapio ape, nieces 
x Tobay cxwnay meprromon. Lib. 1. cap! 2. p. 45. 


* In unum Deum credentes fabricatorem czli et terre, 
et omnium quæ in cis ſunt, per Chriſtum Jeſum Dei fili- 


um. Qui propter eminentiſſimam erga figmentum ſuum 


dilectionem, cam quæ eflet ex virgine generationem ſuſti- 


nuit, 
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The articles in our preſent creed to which 


thoſe in theſe two gloſſes correſpond, are 
eaſily perceived to be the following. 1 
« believe in God the Father Almighty, 
„ maker of heaven and earth, and in Jeſus 


« Chriſt his only Son our Lord, who was 


« conceived by the Holy Spirit, born of the 
Virgin Mary, ſuffered under Pontius Pilate 
« was crucified, dead, and buried, The third 
day he roſe from the dead, he aſcended 
« into. heaven, and fitteth at the right 
« hand of God the Father Almighty, from 
e thence he ſhall come to judge the living 
and the dead.” To theſe perhaps may 
be added the article which, in a ſtill more 
explicit manner, expreſſes the reſurrection 
of the dead, or às it was more anciently 
expreſſed of the fleſh. Toke 

Theſe are certainly all the articles to 
which thoſe in the two gloſſes of Irenæus 
can be ſuppoſed to correſpond; and nothing 


nuit, ipſe per ſe hominem adunans Deo, et paſſus ſub Pon- 
tio Pilato et reſurgens, et in claritate receptus, in gloria 
venturus ſalvator eorum qui ſalvantur, et judex eorum 
qui judicantur, et mittens, in ignem æternum transfigura- 
tores veritatis, et contemptores Patris ſui et adventus ejus · 
Lib. « 4+ p. 206. 
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310 SGrlnoaſtics Book I, 
can be more evident than that every one of 


them was intended to exclude the Gnoſ- 
tics, except perhaps, chat which ſpeaks of 
Chriſt as born of a virgin. But even this | 
might not be intended to deſcribe. the birth 
of Chriſt in ſuch a manner as to exclude 
thoſe who thought it natural, ſo much as 


to aſſert that he was really and properly 


born, in oppoſition to thoſe Gnoſtics who 
ſaid that he was not properly born, as he 
took nothing from his mother. As we 
learn from Origen that there were even in 
the Gentile church ſome perſons who did 
not believe the miraculous conception, and 
as this is only a gloſs upon the creed 
given by Irenzus, who did believe it, and 
thought it to be of conſiderable impart= 
ance, we cannot be ſure. that. this article in 


its preſent form, was in the creed as it was 


made uſe of in his time. At moſt, this 
article could only be intended to exclude 
from chriſtian communion thoſe unitarians 
who diſbelieved the miraculous conception, 
and by no means thoſe who did believe it, 
which is the caſe of almoſt all the uni- 
tarians of the preſent age. 


tl 
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Indeed the fact, which is univerſally ac- 
knowledged, viz. that great numbers of 
unitarians were in communion with the 
catholic church, before and after the time 
of Irenæus, ſufficiently proves that the pro- 
per creed, to which all chriſtians gave their 
conſent, did not contain any articles that 
muſt (if they had any operation or effect) 
have excluded them. The learned Dr. 
Grabe ſuppoſes that the article concerning 
the miraculous conception, was not in the 
early baptiſmal creeds, but was reſerved for 
a head of inſtruction after baptiſm t. 

All the other articles above mentioned 
are acknowledged by. the learned writer of 
the Hiftbry of the Apoſtles Creed, to be di- 
rected againſt the Gnoſtics, who did not 
believe that the maker of heaven and earth 
was the Father of Jeſus Chriſt, that Jeſus 
was the Chriſt, that he was ever properly 
born, or ſuffered, and who did not believe 
in a reſurrection, or future judgment. If 
it be thought that any of theſe articles, or 
any clauſe in them, was not originally in- 
| * Annotata in Bulli Judicium, cap. 67 Bulli Opera, 


339. 9 
: ; X4 tended 
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tended to exclude the Gnoſtics, at leaſt it 
cannot be ſaid that they were intended to 
exclude any other ſet of men, but to ex- 
preſs ſuch facts, or principles, as were be- 
lieved by all chriſtians. | 
Dr. Sykes obſerves, that fince theſe two 
creeds of Irenæus ©* do not agree in words, 
«« nor conſiſt of the ſame articles, but differ 
„in many inſtances, they cannot be looked 
« upon as creeds of any church, but as 
«« ſummaries of the doctrines of chriſtianity 
« drawn up in this author's own form“. “ 
However, though they certainly, for theſe 
reaſons, are not creeds in words, and form, 
they are evidently the writer's gloſs, or 
comment on ſome actual creed, and-allude 
to the particular articles of ane: 06 
The next copies of the creed, or at leaſt 
ſomething like it, we find in the writings 
of Tertullian; who gives us three of them, 
all very different from each other, and from 
thoſe of Irenæus; two of them evidently 
diffuſe gloſſes, and more likely to be ſo, as 
they are introduced into treatiſes againſt 


* Enquiry when the reſurrection of the body was in- 
ſerted in the public creeds, p. 1 I. 


1 particular 
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particular hereſies; the other more fimple, 
and being inſerted in a treatiſe relating to 
practice, is more likely to approach nearer 
to the real creed propoſed to the catechu- 
mens in his time. It is as follows.“ The 
„rule of faith is only one, admitting of no 
te change or emendation, requiring us to be- 
* lieve in one God Almighty, the maker of 


te the world; and in his Son. Jeſus Chriſt, 


* born of the Virgin Mary, crucifed under 
« Pontius Pilate, raiſed from the dead on the 
e third day, received up into heaven, now 
* ſitting at the right hand of the Father, 
« and who will come again to judge both 
the living and the dead, even by the re- 


e ſurrection of the fleſh. This law of 


te faith remaining, other things, being mat - 
« ters of diſcipline and conduct, admit of 
* new corrections, the grace of God co- 
ec operating“. af | 4 


4 


- * Regula quidem fidei una omnino eft, ſola, immo- 


bilis, et irreformabilis, credendi ſcilicet in unicum deum, 
omnipotentem, mundi conditorem, et filium ejus Jeſum 
Chriſtum, natum ex Virgine Maria, crucifixum ſub Pontio 
Pilato, tertia die reſuſcitatum a mortuis, receptum in cælis 
ſedentem nunc ad dextram patris, venturum judicare vivos 
et mortuos, per carnis etiam reſurrectionem. Hac lege 


gig. *  Onofties © | Book]. 
This creed contains no articles that are 
not contained in the creed of Irenæus, ex- 
cept the more diſtin mention of the re- 
ſurrection of the fleſh, which it is well 
known all the Gnoſtics denied; fo that 
there can be no doubt of its having been 
directed againſt them. 


The ſecond creed of Tertullian occurs 


in his treatiſe De Preſcriptione, in which 


he combats the Gnoſtic doctrine z and 


therefore he enlarges upon the ſeveral ar- 
ticles, with a view to make it more evi- 
dently levelled againſt them. The rule 
« of faith is that by which we are taught 
* to believe that there is but one God, 
ie and this no other than the maker of the 
te world, who produced every thing out of 
e nothing, by his own word, then firſt 
„ ſent down; that that word was called 
* his Son, that he appeared variouſly in 
the name (i. e. in the character) of God 
© to the partriarchs, that he was afterwards 


fidei manente, cætera jam diſcipline et converſationis, ad- 
mittunt novitatem correctionis, operante ſcilicet et profi- 


ciente uſque ad linem * dei. De Virginibus velandis, 
ſect. 1. p. 17 3. 8 


« conveyed 


. 
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= conveyed by the Spirit, and power of 
* God the Father, into the Virgin Mary; 
« that he was made fleſh in her womb, and 
« from her appeared in the perſon of Jeſus 
« Chriſt ; that he thence preached a new 
* law, and a new promiſe of the kingdom 
** of heaven; that he performed miracles, 
« was fixed to the croſs, roſe again on the 
« third day, was taken up into heaven, fat 
te at the right hand of the Father, ſent the 
« power of the Holy Spirit in his place to 
* inſpire believers ; that he will come with 
* glory to take the ſaints to inherit eternal 
life, and the celeſtial promiſes, and to 
60 judge the wicked to everlaſting fire, be- 
00 ing raiſed again in their fleſh*,” Admit- 
Regula eſt autem fidei, ut jam hinc quid defendamus 
profiteamur, illa ſcilicet qua creditur unum omnino Deum 
eſſe; nec alium præter mundi conditorem; qui univer- 
ſa de nihilo produxerit, per verbum ſuum primo omnium 
demiſſum: Id verbum filium ejus appellatum, in nomine 
Dei varie viſum a patriarchis, in prophetis ſemper audi- 
tum, poſtremo delatum ex ſpiritu patris, Dei et virtute, in 
Virginem Mariam, carnem factum in utero ejus, et ex ea na- 
tum egiſſe [exiſſe] JeſumChriſtum : exinde prædicaſſe novam 
legem, et novam promiſſionem regni ccelorum : virtutes - 
feciſſe: fixum cruce ; tertia die reſurrexiſſe : in ecelos 
er eptum ſediſſe ad dexteram Patris: miſiſſe vicariam vim 
| ſpiritus 
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ting this to have been the genuine creed, 
every article in it is {till more * 
pointed at the Gnoſtics. 

The third copy of the creed, or 0 a 
another gloſs upon it, is found in Tertul- 
lian's Treatiſe againſt Praxeas ; and being 
a gloſs, the object of it is evidently to make 

it expreſs more clearly his own doctrine 
of the perſonification of the logos, which 
Praxeas denied. It is as follows; We 

e believe in one God, but under that diſ- 
„ penſation which we call the œconomy; 
ﬆ fo that there is alſo a Son of this one 
% God, his word, who proceeded from 
„ him, by whom all things were made, 
* and without whom nothing was made 
*© that was made; that he was ſent by the 
Father into a virgin, and of her born man 
* and God, the ſon of man, and the ſon of 
„God, and called Jeſus Chriſt ; that he 
* ſuffered, died, and was buried, according 
ſpiritus ſancti, qui credentes agat: venturum cum clari- 
tate, ad ſumendos ſanctos in vitæ æternæ et promiſſorum 


cœleſtium fructum, et ad profanos adjudicandos i igni per- 


petuo, facta utriuſque partis reſuſcitatione cum carnis reſt 
tutione. Sect. 13. p. 206. 


* 


yn to | 
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to the ſcriptures ; that he was raiſed. by 
« the Father, and taken up into heaven, 
« that he fits at the right hand of the Fa- 
« ther, and that he will come to judge the 
living and the dead; who thence, ac- 
« cording to his promiſe, ſent from the 
3 Father the Holy Spirit, the comforter, 

« and the ſanctifier of the faith of thoſe 
ho believe in the Father, the Son, and 
« the Holy Spirit “.“ 

Of the other articles which were added 
to the creed afterwards, an account may be 


ſeen in the learned Hiſtory of the creed men- 
tioned above, and it is very apparent that 


* Unicum quidem deum credimus, ſub hac tamen dif. 
penſatione quam ceconomiam dicimus, ut unici dei fit et 
filius ſermo ipſius, qui ex ipſo proceſſerit, per quem omnia 
facla ſunt, et fine quo factum eſt nihil; hunc miſſum a 
patre in virginem, et ex ea natum hominem et deum, 
filium hominis et filium dei, et cognominatum Jeſum 
Chriſtum. Hunc paſſum, hunc mortuum, et ſepultum, 
ſecundum ſeripturas, et refuſcitatum a patre, et in cælos 
reſumptum, ſedere ad dextram patris, venturum judicare 
vivos et mortuos, qui exinde miſerit, ſecundum promiſſi- 
onem ſuam, a patre ſpiritum ſanctum, paracletum, ſancti- 
ficatorem fidei eorum qui credunt in patrem et filium et 
ſpiritum ſanctum. Hane regulam ab initio evangelii de- 
cucurrifle, &c. Ad. Praxeam, ſect. 2. p. 501. 


they 
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they were all levelled at particular hereſies; 

but all the original articles of the creed 

were calculated to exclude the Gnoſtics, 

and not one of them can be ſaid to affect 

the unitarians, eſpecially if they believed 
the miraculous conception, as I may have 
occaſion to obſerve more particularly here. 
after. At preſent I produce theſe creeds 
with a view to ſhew how ſoon the chriſtian 
church took the alarm at the principles of 
the Gnoſtics, and how careful they were to 
take all the methods in their, ere to keep 
them out of the church. 

It appears from Cyril of Jeruſalem, that 
the uſe that was made of the creed was to 
interrogate each of the candidates for bap- 
tiſm, whether they believed the nn ar- 
ticles of it“. 

I ſhall conclude this account of the ce” 
with obſerving that, in the Apoſtolical Con- 
ſtitutions, which were probably written in 
the fourth century, we have a very ſhort 


Mela Tala c. Tw ey Te eiu Banhoualcs txt 
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and 
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and ſimple creed propoſed, For it is there 
ſaid, that the faith of chriſtians is to be- 
« lieve that there is one Almighty. God, 
and no other, and that he alone is to be 
« worſhipped by Jeſus Chriſt, in the holy 
« ſpirit “.“ 

In the times in which ths doctrine of 
the trinity was much agitated, the articles 
of the apoſtles creed were not thought 
to be ſufficient; and ſome of the more 
zealous biſhops propoſed the Nicene creed, 
and other teſts to thoſe who. were in com- 
munion with them. Theodoret made his 
catechumens recite the Nicene creed at 
baptiſm 1. Epiphanius alſo propoſed a 
large creed to be uſed at baptiſm, in oppo- 
fition to heretics 1. But this practice does 


Oe warlangalogs tv (ow utaApX;eiv, map ov - we er 2 
alloy wovev Ce I Wooouumew, da Ines Ngicu Te xupus mu, n Tw ö 
Tavzyuw aveuah, Conſtitut. Apoſt. lib. 6. p. 343. 
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t Ancoratus, ſeq, 121. Oran vol. 2. p. 123. 
not 


not appear to have been general. A copy 
of the apoſtles creed, much enlarged; with 
a kind of comment, may be ſeen in the 
works of Cyril of Alexandria . 


— 
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Of the Doctrine of Plato concerning God, and 
the general Syſtem of Nature. 


Ir vin be ſeen, that what was called or- 

thodox chriſtianity after the council of 
Nice had received a conſiderable tinge from 
the tenets of Gnoſticiſm, of which a view 
has been given in the laſt ſection. But the 
proper ſource of it was the philoſophy of 
Plato. 


The doctrine of the perſonification of the 


logos, or the divine intellect, confiſting of the 
attributes of wiſdom, power, &c. was cer- 
tainly introduced by the Platoniſts, and 


Opera, vol. 2. p. 699. 
| from 
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from them it was adopted by the chriſtian 
Fathers; but it appears to me, from a 
pretty careful examination of the writings 
of Plato, that this was not done by him- 

ſelf, though the confuſion of his ideas gave 
occaſion to it, ar ſamethingAike it, | in his 
followers. TT wa, 
According to Plato, the wand was 


made by the ſupreme God, whom he often 


ſtiles 4798. or tbe good, without the inſtru- 
mentality of any ſubordinate being hat- 
ever, only making it according to a pattern 
previouſly formed in his own mind. Lan- 
guage to this effect is frequent in his writ- 
ings; but there is a manifeſt confuſion in 
his account of the ideas of the divine mind, 
by means of which the plan of the univerſe 
was formed; ſo that he ſometimes makes 
them to be a ſecond. principle of things, and 
the world itſelf, which was produced. front - 
thoſe ideas, a third principle. But IL do not 
find that he ever proceeded fo far as to make 
the divine mind, ys, or ay, a ferond vg; 
a diſtinCt intelligent being. . 

The Demurgus, or immediate maker of 
the world, according to the following paſ- 

Vor. I, Y ſage, 
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ſage, was evidently the ſupreme Being him- 
ſelf, and not any ſubordinate agent, or prin- 
ciple, whatever. You will ſay,” ſays he, 
that all animals that are produced, and 
«« periſhable, and which formerly were not, 
either have their origin from ſome God, 
ho made them, or according to the opi- 
*« nion of the vulgar, What opinion? That 
nature produced them as a ſelf- moving 
10 cauſe, without (S intelligence; or 
„with a divine knowledge, and reaſon 
* (s.) which comes from God *. 

I have not met with any paſſage more 
favourable to the doctrine of a ſecond God, 


employed in making the world, in all the 
writings of Plato, than this; and yet it is 


evident that the /ogos here ſpoken of, as that 
by which God made the univerſe, was, in 


his idea, ſynonymous with J1arie and emropn, 


or his underſtanding, and by no means any 
other proper perſon or agent. 
E Zua NM walls nia g pda pur ava t- 1 
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That, in Plato's idea, it was the ſupreme 
Being who himſelf accompliſhed” the work 
of creation, is evident from his repreſen- 
tation of him as rejoicing at the coneluſion 
of it. When he ſaw the ſyſtem in mo- 
« tion, and conſidered the beautiful image 
« of the eternal gods, the generating Fa- 
« ther rejoiced, and was glad, and thought 
to make it more to reſemble the pat- 
« tern®.” The reſemblance between this 
paſſage and that of Moſes, Gen. i. 31. And 
God ſaw every thing that he had made, and 
behold it was very good, is very ſtriking; ſo 
that it is no wonder that many perſons 
ſhould have thought that Plato had ſeen the 
writings of Moſes, and copied from them. 
But I think that if Plato had taken bit 
from Moſes, he would have taken more; 
and in other reſpects the theology of Plato 
is very different indeed from that of Moſes,/ 
though they both agree in-repreſenting the 
ſupreme Being himſelf as having made all 
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things by his own power, and to have pro- 


nounced them very good. 

That the ſupreme Being himſelf is the 
Demiurgus according to Plato, and not any 
ſubordinate being, is alſo evident from this 
paſſage : © Nothing can be produced with- 
* out a cauſe, for when the Demiurgus looks 
« to: what is always the ſame” (meaning 
the images of things always exiſting in his 


mind) <* and making uſe of this as à pat- 


stern, produces into act his idea and 
«© power, every thing muſt neceſſarily be 
ts finiſhed in the moſt perfect manner. 

Plato never diſtinguiſhes the Demiurgus 
from the creator of the world, as his fol- 
lowers and the chriſtian Fathers were care- 
ful to do; and with reſpe& to all the in- 

mortal beings, Plato introduces the ſupreme 
Being as ſolemnly addrefling them, and 
calling himſelf their Demiurgus, Gods of 


« Gods, of whom I am the maker, and the 


2 [lay yap v1 adinaloy xp alle yerow oN Olay jury w 0 
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« Father of & works, which are made by 
« myſelf e,“ &c. * 

Much has been ſaid concerning the Pla- 
tonic Logos; but if by this be meant a per- 
ſon diſtin& from the being whoſe logos it 
is, we muſt not look for it-in the writings 
of Plato himſelf, but in thoſe of his fol- 
lowers. According to Plato, /ogos has only 
two acceptations, viz. thoſe of ſpeech, and 
of reaſon, ſuch as is found in man. Hav- 
ing ſpoken of one /ogos as infirm, and ſtand- 
ing in need of aſſiſtance, he ſays, © there is 
« another logos, the natural brother of this, 
© much better, and more powerful, viz. 
e that which is written with knowledge in 
« the mind of the learner, able to help 
« itſelf, knowing with whom to ſpeak, and 
„% with whom to be ſilent. Pheæed. You 
© mean the living and animated logos of an 
« intelligent perſon, of which that which is 
<« written may be juſtly called the ĩmage .“ 
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Timzus, p. 481. 
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This is evidently a deſcription (though a 
very poor one) of reaſon, as a faculty of 
the mind, and by no means that of a perſon. 

Plato makes the ſame diſtinction in his 
Theætetus. After defining one Jogos to 
mean ſpeech, he ſays of another, ** They 


« who think rightly are ſaid to think with 
& Jogos, and there can be no right opinion 


% without knowledge .“ In this paſſage 
he is deſcribing a property of the mind of 
man, but there can be no doubt of his hav- 
ing the ſame idea of the conſtitution of the 
divine mind, as he no where ſuppoſes that 
there is, in this reſpect, any difference be- 
tween them, which the chriſtian Fathers 


very particularly point out. For, accord 
ing to them, the divine logos became a 


permanent principle, or perſon, which the 
human logos could not be, 


ee ae i et NS 
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p. 94+ . 
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The term vs; is another denomination of 
the logos, ſignifying the intelligence or wiſ*. 
dom of God ; but I find no perſonification 
of this principle in Plato. One of his de- 
finitions of it is the following, “Nee is 
* either the ſame thing with truth, or ex- 
s ceedingly like to it“. This is far from 
being an accurate definition; but there is 
by no means any per ſoniſication in it, and 
Plato makes no difference between the mind 
of man, and that of God in this reſpect. 
The things to which there is the greateſt 
appearance. of Plato giving a permanent 
exiſtence, as original principles of things, are 
the ideas in the divine mind, from which was 
formed the exemplar, or pattern of the viſible 
world. But if all that he has advanced on 
this ſubject (with reſpe& to which his 
own ideas were far from being clear)" be 
attended to, it will be perceived, that by 
ideas he meant what we may call, the ele- 
ments, or rather the objects, of real knowledge, ' 
of which the minds of philoſophers, as well 
as the divine mind, were poſſeſſed But by | 
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ideas he did not mean what we now do by 
that term, viz. the image left in the mind 
by the impreſſion of external objects. 
If underſtanding, and right opinion,” he 
ſays, be two ſpecies of things, there muſt 
„be things that are not perceived by our 
** ſenſes, but by the underſtanding only*.” 
Then, aſſerting that underſtanding and right 
- opinion are two ſpecies of things, he ſays, 
that of one of theſe (meaning right . opi- 
nion) all men are capable; but of the 
„ former, viz. , or underſtanding, only the 
« gods, and a few men are capable. Ad- 
mitting this diſtinction, he ſays, it will 
* follow that there muſt be a ſpecies of 
66 things“ (meaning no doubt, his idea) 
__ * not ſubje& to generation or deſtruction, 
e, receiving nothing from without, nor ever 
be leaving their ſeat to go to any thing that 
is without, and which the underſtanding 
<< alone can look into .“ 
EH 146 g deka adn; ern dio xen, milano enim nabe 
da Tala avail h nls, e601, vouuence wovev. Timæus, p. 485. 
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Ariſtotle, in his animadverſions on the 
ideas of Plato, gives the ſame. account of 
the origin of this hypotheſis, but he ex- 
plains it more intelligibly. + The doc- 


« trine of ideas, he ſays, was advanced 


by thoſe who were convinced by the 
* reaſoning of Heraclitus, that all ſenſible 


© things are always flowing” (or changing) 
« ſo that if there be any ſuch thing as real 


„ knowledge” (which was ſuppoſed to re- 
quire a fixed object) there muſt be things 


« of a different nature from thoſe that are 


the objects of our ſenſes. They muſt be 
© fixed, for there can be no proper know- 
« ledge of things that are flowing.“ 


Such were the wretched metaphyſics, 


undeſerving of any confutation at this day, 


on which this ſublime doctrine of ideas was 
founded, x . : R ** . 
| RIES” 0 Ny 4 
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330 Doctrine. Book I. 
| To this item of ideas, exiſting in the 
divine mind, Plato elſewhere gives the 
name of the invifible and intelligible world; 
and he is here contraſting it with the vifible 
world, of which it was the pe, or pattern; 
faying, ** there is a ſecond, ſimilar to this, 
« and bearing the ſame name” (viz. that of 
world noch, which means the whole viſible 
ſyſtem, and not this earth in particular) 
« that is perceived by the ſenſes, generated, 
always in motion, in ſome place, ſubject 
* alſo to deſtruction, and apprehended by 
&« opinion *” (which he makes to be a dif- 
ferent thing from «nderſtanding) © and the 
« ſenſes.” Then, after having ſpoken of 
theſe two principles, the viſible and invi+ 
ſible worlds, he ſpeaks of a third thing, 
% which affords place for every thing, and 

is not ſubject to corruption; a thing that 
is to be conceived without being felt, 
« and not eaſily to be underſtood . - 
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Cuar. VI. of Plato. 3 
this he can mean nothing but either ſpace, 
or, if his meaning may be explained by 
Timeus Locrus, his maſter, or Proclus his 
commentator, primeval matter, from which ; 
all things were made. 
The latter, explaining this. paſſage i inthe 
writings of Plato, ſays, that “ he calls the 
** 75% the father, and matter the mother 
« and nurſe of the creation®, 4 
Plato diſtinguiſhes theſe three things more 
diſtinctly in the following manner: There 
** are three things to be diſtinguiſhed ; the 
* thing produced, that in which it is pro- 
* duced, and that from which it was pro- 
« duced, and from which it took its like- 
* neſs. To uſe a compariſon, we may call 
e that which receives the mother, that from 
0 which it was derived the father, and the 
* offspring between them is nature +,” 
If there be a proper Platonic trinity (and 
all the ancients ſeem to have been fond 
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of the vicar three) the FR thingk or 
principles above-mentioned, ſeem to be more 
diſtinctly marked than any other tternary in 
the writings of Plato, viz. the divine intel- 
le&, or ſyſtem of ideas, here called the fa- 
ther, the viſible world the child, and matter 
the mother. But this is far from being a 
trinity of perſons in the Divine Being. 
Primeval matter he afterwards characterizes 
in a more diffuſe and figurative manner, ſay- 

ing, that “it is the receptacle of the univerſe, 
neither earth, nor fire, nor water, nor any 
66 thing made out of them, or of which 

= * they are made, but containing all things; 
« which is, in an inexplicable manner, ca- 
„ pable of an intelligible nature, not to be 
% comprehended by itſelf *.” _ 

— There are two paſlages in the works of 
Plato from which Cyril of Alexandria + 
pretends to prove that the Greeks ex- 
e tended the divine nature to three hy- 
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e poſtaſes, and that God had a logos.“ The 
firſt is from the Fpinomis ; but this appears 


to me to be little to his purpoſe. For, in 


that place, Plato, having ſpoken of the 
heavenly bodies performing their revolutions 
about this viſible world, ſays, which the 
© moſt divine logos has eſtabliſhed *. This 
is nothing more than if he had ſaid, the 
divine power, or the divine being himſelf, 
made the world. 
The other paſſage is a very, obſcure one, 

at the cloſe of the epiſtle to Hermias, Eraſ-. 
tus, and Coriſcus, in which mention is 


made of God the governor of all things,” 


and alſo of his Father; but as no explana- 
tion is added, his meaning is not eaſily diſ- 
covered, Writing to the three perſons 
above-mentioned, and exprefling his wiſh 
that their friendſhip might remain unalter- 
able, he adviſes them, among other me- 


thods, to take a joint oath, ** by God the 


«*« governor of all things that are, and that 
a are to come, and the Lord the Father of 
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e the governor, and of the tauſe, whom, if 
« we truly philoſophize, we ſhall all know, 

as far as happy men can attain to“. 

If the conſtruction of the Greek be at- 
tended to, we ſhall ſee that ſuch a diſtinc- 
tion is not made between the governor and 
the Father as we ſhould have expected, if 
they had been diſtin& perſons.- It will be 

ſeen that a perſon being his own father oc- 
curs in the writings of the later Platoniſts, 
and the concluſion of this paſſage ſpeaks of 
no more than one perſon. 

But though Plato himſelf did not pro- 
ceed ſo far as to perſonify the ideas, or any 
thing elſe belonging to the divine mind, it 
may eaſily be conceived how this might 
come to be done by his followers, eſpecially 
from their calling theſe zdeas, the cauſes, as 
well as principles of things. Diogenes La- 
ertius, in his life of Plato, ſays, that he 
made the terms idea, form, kind, pattern, 
principle, and cauſe (as, I think, his words 
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are moſt naturally rendered into Engliſh) to 
be ſynonymous v. Ideas, he ſuppoſed to 
« be cauſes, and principles, of things being 
„ naturally what they ate .“ It alſo ap- 
pears from Ariſtotle, that ideas were uſually 
called the cauſes of things ; and the notion 
of a cauſe, and that of a proper author or 
perſon, are nearly allied. It being a favou- 
rite principle with the ancients, that the di- 
vine mind was immoveable, and therefore 
could not go forth to the work of creation, 


but that ſomethingelſe muſt do this; this ſe- 


cond principle ſeems to have been perſonified 


for this purpoſe. But this was not done by. 


Plato ; for he made ideas to be as immove- 
able as the divine mind. itſelf. In the af- 
fected myſterious way of expreſſing himſelf, 
which he frequently adopted, he ſays, that 
e idea” (for he ſometimes uſed this term in 


the fingular, and ſometimes in the plural 


number) neither moves nor remains 3 
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meaning, perhaps, that it had no relation to 8 

| ſpace, and that * it is both one and many. ( 

The chriſtian: Fathers have called the ſe- N 
| cond principle, or logos, the Son, and the . 
| Supreme Being himſelf the Father ; but in : 
the ſyſtem of Plato, the ſun has the appella- 

tion of ««yS, or the offspring of the Deity; 

and in one place the whole univerſe is called 


his only begotten Son. The Sun,“ he ſays . 
ehe created analogous to himſelf; for he 
„ himſelf in the intellectual world bears 
the ſame relation to the mind, and the 
« things perceived by the mind, that the 
* ſun in the viſible world bears to the eye, 

« and the objects perceived by the eye.“ 
His explanation of this analogy di ſcovers 
much confuſion in his ideas on the ſubject. 
« As the ſun,” he ſays, gives the eye a 
« power of ſeeing, and the objects a power 
hh of being ſeen ; ſo that which gives truth 
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« to things that are known, and power” 
(chat is, of knowing) “to him that knows, 
eis the idea'of the good” (or of God) “be- 
ing the cauſe of knowledge and of tad, 
* perceived by the mind i 
Plotinus has the ſame idea, viz. that FA 
good is both the cauſe of being, and of its ap- 
fearing to be; juſt as the ſun is both the 
_ cauſe of ſenſible things, and alfo of their 
being perceived' by the ſenſes; though itſelf 
be neither ſight nor ſenſible things . : 
Plato alſo ſays, that “ as light and viſion | 
e reſemble the ſan, but are not the ſan, ſo 
© knowledge and truth refemble the good, 
e but are not the good; the good itſelf 
being ſomething more venerable.” Here 
it is obſervable, that he makes the good, and 
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the idea of the good to be ſynonymons. This, 


I hope, may. ſerve as a ſpecimen of the me- 


taphy ſical gaeumen of Plato, and indeed of 
the ancients, in general. 


This compariſon of the divine Being, and 
his influence i in the moral world, to the ſun 
and his rays in the natural world, which 
Plato did not purſue to any great length, 
being taken up and carried on by Philo, and 
the chriſtian F athers, contributed greatly to 
the formation of the doctrine of the chriſ- 
tian trinity. According to the philoſophy 
of the ancients, rays of light were ſomething. 
emitted, by the ſun, but ſtill belonging to 
bim, and never properly ſeparated from 
him; but after being emitted in the day. 
were drawn i into their ſource at night. As 
by theſe rays objects become viſible, ſo that 
they lerve a as a medium of communication 
bet ween the eye and the viſible object, in 
ike manner Plato, muſt have ſuppoſed that 
the medium by which the mind diſtinguiſhes 
intellectual objects was a divine influence, of 
ſomething emitted from e Deity, and 
an o 1 & 
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drawn into him again at pleaſurez and by 
making the mind, or underſtanding, to be ono 
thing, and the foul itſelf another, he gave 
a further handle for the hypotheſis of a di- 
vine efflux different from the divine Being 
himſelf: ' This u, therefore, ſynonymous to' 
logos, was afterwards ſuppoſed to be that 

princip le which was occafionally emitted 
from the divine Being whenever any thing 
exterhal to him was to be Produced, himſelf 


being ſuppoſed to be immoyeable. * 
The chriſtian doQrine of the trinity was, 


moreover, brought forward by another max - 
im, Which 1 4 not find 1 n Plato himſelf, 
but which Was underſtood "to be his doe- 
trine, ſince it @ a ppears in the works of Ju- 
lian, who, was a great | admirer of Plato. It 


is that, with relpect to the Deity, there, is. 


no difference. between dawers: or pere, 
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e möſt be underſtood of his powers; for 
«© the eſſence of God is not one thing, and 
«© his power another, nor indeed is his energy 
«a third. For whatever he wills, that 18, 
© and alſo has power, and energy.” Again, 
he ſays , When we would explain the 
„ente of God, we muſt be underſtood to 


% ſay the fame concerning his power and 


© exergy, for they are ſynonymous: . For 

«© whatever we ſay concerning his power and 

energy, they are not to be conſidered as 
*<:2w0r 3, but as nr. 


Plato, therefore, having ſpoken of yes, Of i 


gol, as a thing diſtinct from the Divine Being 
himſelf, as a power, or property, belonging 
to him, and all divine powers and proper- 
ties being ſulſfanoe, a ſubſtantial perſon was 


eaſiby made of this divine power. 80 miſe- 


rably Rabe men | bewildered themſelves for 
want of proper diſtinetions. and a true uſe 
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CuAr. VI. F Plato. 341 
the ancients, excite a ſmile of contempt in 
us, who have been better inſtructed by the 
happier ſagacity of Locke, and others of the 
moderns. We think it wretched trifling; 
but, alas, he nuge ſeria ducunt. Hence aroſe 


the doctrine of the trinity; and from this 


doctrine infinite confuſion in the nn 
ivitem. - 1 

As the world, meaning the ke 
the foul of the world, is commonly reckoned 
the third principle in the Platonic trinity, I 
ſhall conſider what Plato's own ideas of it 


were; that it may be ſeen whether it has 
any correſpondence to the holy ſpirit, the 


third principle in the chriſtian trinity, + Ac» 


cording to Plato, the world was made by 
God, out of pre-exiſtent matter, and as, aCy 
cording to his general ſyſtem, every body has 


a ſoul, the univerſe was alſo provided with 
one. But as the viſible body of the uni- 
verſe was modified by the ſupreme Being. 


it ſhould ſeem that the ſoul of the univerſe 
did likewiſe receive ſome modification from 


him; but with reſpect to this circumſtance, - 


he has not been ſufficiently explicit. The 
wa, howeyer, when completed, was 
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by Plato tiled @ God, and the any begotten 
Son of the ſupreme God. 
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Having ſpoken: of God as "eſſentially 
good, and the parent of nothing but 
* what was good and excellent; and as 
nothing could be excellent without in- 


itelligence, nor intelligent without a ſoul ; 


** for this reaſon,” he ſays, he gave a 
© mind to the ſoul, and a ſoul to the 


t body, and ſo conſtituted the whole world 


* after theſe, the moſt perfect and excellent 
in nature. 80 that we may juſtly ſay, 


that the world is, through the providence 
* of God, a living creature, that it has a 


* ſoul, and reaſon x.“ That this living 
*, creature might be like the moſt perfect liv- 


ing creature, he did not make two, or more 


t of them; but this one only begotten heaven” 
(meaning, probably, the whole ſyſtem; in- 
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. 1 cluding 


cf, vl. of Plats, 343 
cluding the ſun, moon, and ſtars) * Which 
has been, is, and will be “.“ 


Then, ſpeaking of the conſtituent parts of 


the world, earth, air, fire, and water, he ſays, 
he left nothing out of it, with this view; 
that it might be a whole and perfect liv- 
© ing creature, conſiſting of perfect parts; 
and moreover one, there being nothing 
«left out of which another could be made, 
and not ſubject to old age or diſeaſe . 
He then ſpeaks of it as made in a perfeclly 
ſpherical form. But his reaſons for this 
are as little to the purpoſe as thoſe which I 
have here. given _—— to its ares 180 
perties. 1 . 

From this it ſhould ſeem is 
to Plato, the matter out of which the world 


| was made, was not created by God, but 


found by him, having been from eternity, 
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344 
co-exiſtent with himſelf ; has; as he clſe. 
Where obſerves *, in a confuſed diſorderly 
d hare,” Juſtin Martyr ſays, that he ſup- 
poſed matter to have been uncreated +. - 
According to Athanaſius, Plato ſuppoſed 
matter to be ſelf-exiſtent.. For he re- 
proaches, him with the weakneſs of his 
| God, as not being able to produce any 
thing, unleſs he had matter to work upon ; 
juſt as a carpenter is unable. to make any 
thing | till he be ſupplied with wood. 185 
Theodoret indeed ſays, that, according 
to Plato, God made matter, which was co- 


eternal with him$. But in this ** aun 
have been miſtaken. 


Dottrines | \ Book I. 
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The world being made, Plato ſpeaks of a 
ſoul. being, given to it. But as his proof 
of the heavenly bodies having ſouls is the 
regularity of their motions, it is poſſible 
that he might conſider matter, before it was 
reduced into order, as having been without 


a ſoul; and though he ſpeaks of the ſoul of 
the world as having exiſted before the body, 


it is poſſible, that by 4ody, he might not 
mean mere matter, but matter reduced into 
order, and formed into a regular univerſe, 
He, (viz. God) he ſays e, gave 2 ſoul, 

« which by its origin and power, is prior 
« to, and older than the body, as its gover- 
* neſs and direQrix,” He then proceeds to 
give, an account of the. eflential parts and 
principles of this ſoul of the univerſe; but 


I have no occaſion to follow him ſo far. 


One reaſ@n, however, why it may be 
doubted whether the ſoul of the world was 
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346 N DeBrines Ny Book I, 
ſuppoſed by Plato to be given it by God, is, 
that in one paſſage of his writings, he ſup- 
poles that there were more of theſe ſouls 
than one. Having defined ſou! to be the 


cauſe of ſelf motion; in anſwer to the queſtion, 
whether there was only ane ſoul in the uni- 


| verſe, he anſwers, **+ more than one, two at 


« leaſt, one benevolent; and the other of a 
* contrary diſpoſition-*.” Now, according 
to Plato, nothing evil was made by the Su- 
preme Being himſelf; and therefore, it 
ſhould ſeem that this malevolent ſoul, or 
principle, 'in nature, muſt have had ſome 
other origin ; 'and, perhaps, have been co- 
exiſtent with matter, though ſubje& to the 


controul of the ſupreme and good Being. 


It was allowed that there was ſomething 
divine in the ſouls of men, which Clemens 
Alexandrinus calls the s, that was in it, 
which he ſays the Platoniſts made to be an 
emanation from the Deity f. It is proba- 
ble, therefore, that Plato might ſuppoſe the 
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proper 4vx» in the ſoul of the world to be 
eſſential to matter, and that ps e 
my -: 
That God is good, and can EP be the 


19 


_ cauſe of good, is moſt expreſsly aſſerted by 
Plato. = For the evils of life,“ he ſays, 


te we mult ſeek for ſome other cauſe than 
% God. According to Plato, the Supreme 
Being himſelf is not only not the author of 


evil, but even not of things that are imper- 


fect, and ſubject to decay and death; How- 
ever, ſince it was proper, in order to com- 
plete the whole ſyſtem, that ſuch things 


ſhould be formed, having himſelf made the 


celeſtial and immortal beings; that is, the 
heavenly bodies (to each of which he aſſigns 


a ſoul) Plato introduces the Divine Being 
as ſolemnly addreſſing himſelf to them, and 


giving them directions for the production 
of ſuch creatures as he could not make him- 
ſelf (ſince, then, they would neceſſarily 
have been immortal) viz. man and all ter- 
reſtrial animals. Timæus, p. 481. 
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This univerſe, created as it was, Plato 
ſpeaks of as a divinity,. and in the (higheſt - 


ſtile ; uſing the following remarkable ex- 


oreflions: at the cloſe of his Timeus: . This 


« univerſe, comprehending mortal and i im- 
« mortal beings, and complete, being a vi- 
** fible living creature, containing . viſible 
things, the image of the , intelligible” 
(that is, the inviſible world of ideas) “ is 
the greateſt and. beſt viſible God, the 
" «faireſt, and the moſt perfect; this one 

« heaven” (viz. ſyſtem) „being the only 
* begotten . On this principle it was, 


that Plato, and the other heathen philoſo· : 


phers, vindicated the ſyſtem of polytheiſm; 
ſuppoſing that one ſupreme. God made a 


number of ſubordinate beings, each of them 
inveſted with a limited Juriſdiftion, ſo as to 


be conſidered as gods. 9 261180 


That matter was the ſource of all evil | 


was the doctrine of all the Platoniſts, as 
well as of the oriental philoſophers. Plo- 


| * Onila op N deal bus daten. J Eerrpebeg f Phet 


ox) c or opalo?, Ta opala Wepiexoy, Exwy ru i oilu. frog ao g ot fir xiros 


#5 agico, daD TE G TeXewlalog. tug 8p305 00k, pareyops as. . 
mæus, p. 501. 


2 LEO 9 tinus 
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tinus ſays, chat matter. is abſolutely evil, 
having no portion of good in it?. , 
Thus I have given the beſt view that 1 
have been able to collect of every thing that 
can be ſuppoſed to conſtitute the trinity of 
Plato, from his own writings, without find- 
ing in them any reſemblance to the chriſtian 
trinity, or indeed any proper perſonification 
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of the divine gr, which 2 1 ——_ ; - 
the ſecond perſon in it. | 9 
2 have particularly examined * what the p q ; 
learned Dr. Cudworth, and others, have £ 1 
advanced on this dark ſubject, without ſee- 1 
ing their concluſions properly ſupported. 2.08 
To thew oh how flight foundations fach i 
writers as he (who certainly did not mean -* 
to deceive) can advance ſuch things as he 7 . j 
does, and how far their imagination” and YN 
| hypotheſi scan impoſe upon them, T thalf f n 
lay before my readers two of wy Lent ou oy 
on this ſubjec. : 2 
He ſays +, ** In his ſecond. epiſtle to Dio- b 1 


- nyfius, he” (Plato) ** does mention a tri 
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350 Daoscriner Boon I. 
«nity of divine hypoſtaſes all together. 
From this, one would expect at leaſt ſome- 
thing like the Athinaſfan doctrine of three 
perſons in one God. But all that I can learn 
from Plato in this cepifile is as follows : 
Sending his letter to a great diſtance; and 
apprehenſive of the poſſibility of its not 
teaching the perſon to whom' it was ad- 
dreſſed, he ſays, that he had written ſo ob- 
ſcurely, that only Dionyſtus himſelf could 
underſtand it. All things are about the 
« king of all, and all things are, for the ſake 
of him, and he is the author of every 
« thing that is fair and good; but the ſe- 
* cond about the ſecond, and the third 
« about the third. The mind of man maß 
e ſtretch itſelf to learn what theſe things 
ate, looking at thoſe which reſemble 
«them, of which none do it ſufficiently; 
but with'reſpe&. to the king, and the 
<« things of which I 1 ha is nothing 
ec like them Ann 05: 3£4 
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Cue, VI. of Plato, 351 
This is Dr. Cudworth's trinity of divine 
bypoſtaſes, and it is certainly as obſcure as 
any doctrine of the trinity needs to be. 
Plato himſelf, or Dionyſius, can alone. ex- 
plain it to us. I imagine, however, that, 
in this dark manner, he might refer to one 
"oa other of the ternaries above men tioned, 
vin. the ſupreme Being, his ideas, and the 
viſible world, or the ſupreme Being, the 
viſible world, and primeval matter. 
Again, the Doctor ſays, p. 406. in 
_ ** other places of his (Plato's) «4 writings, 
* he frequently aſſerts above the ſelf-moving 
* pſyabe, an immoveable and ſtanding re, or 
« intelle&, which was properly the Demiur- 
«* gur, or architeonic framer of the whole 
« world.” But it has appeared, that ac- 
cording to Plato, the ſupreme Being him- 
ſelf, whom he tiles be good, Was the De- 
miurgut with reſpect to every thing that is 
immortal and perfect, and that not his 7s, 
but thoſe other created immortal beings, 
were the makers of man, and all other mor- 
tal and imperfect creatures. As to the many 
paſſager in the writings of Plato, which he 
 fays, teach the contrary Wenne I caa only 
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fay, that 1 have not found any of them ; 


and that if there be any ſuoh, they muſt be 


uten en by wine : ”_— trans, quoted 
9 3 
In a tract that cerntiib of Timisth Lo- 


crus, from whom it is acknowledged that 


Plato borrowed the outlines of his ſyſtem, 
we perceive no trace of two intelligent 
beings, but of one only, which he calls 


God, a being eſſentially good, Who himfelr 
formed the world out 6f pre-exiſtent mat- - 


ter „ God,“ he ſays, ** being good, and 
t ſeeing matter capable of receiving ideas” 


(meaning, probably, the impreſſions of 
ideas) and capable of change, but va- 
„ riouſly and jirregularly, was defirous of 
reducing it into order; and to bring it 


from uncertain changes to a fixed ſtate, 
« that the differences of bodies might cor- 


« reſpond; and not vary at random, made 


« the world out of the Whole of matter; 


giving all nature for its boundary, that it 
0 agb een every thing within 


4 n eager, nnd onus A 
e oe Roving Ye Ago Wane Me Op 
a 0045: 
| « itſelf, 


Cuae, vl. F Plath, 344 


10 itſelf, and be one, his only begotten. 
te a perfect, living, en and ſpherical 
oc body *. py 

According to ER ideas and nous muſt 
have been ſynonymous, and the ſame with 
the divine being himſelf, or the proper 
furniture of his mind. For having begun 
with ſaying that there are two eavſes of 
* all things, via. mind (nous) of thoſe 
_ « things that are according to reaſon, and ne- 
© city, of thoſe things that are acted upon 
* like body. The former, he ſays, was 
0 called God, being the origin of the beſt 
* things g. He then ſays, that all things 
« are idea, matter, and Senjible er, their 
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„offspring. 
defines to be ſomething unbegotten, im- 


„% dm - i Boe. 
The former, viz. idea, he 


*« moveable, and abiding, intelligible, and 


c the pattern of things hat are rs 


and changeable *. 


Afterwards, having ſaid that matter is 
eternal, he ſays ** there, are two oppoſite 


$6 principles, idea, which-may be compared 


to the male, or the father, and matter to 


a female, or the mother, and the third,” 


he adds, „ is the offspring of theſe f, 
meaning nature. This is in reality the 
whole of Plato's ſyſtem, and delivered with 


greater clearneſs than he has done it him- 


ſelf; and we ſee that, in effect, it is the 
doctrine of one God, who made all things 


out of uncreated matter, from patterns of 


things exiſting in his own mind. 
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That Plato borrowed from Timæus we 
ſee in his copying his very phraſeology. 
For he ſays that, ** the origin of the world 
« is mixed, being produced from the con- 
*« junction of neceſſity and mind, nous*,” 
He alſo ſays we. muſt diſtinguiſh two 
« cauſes of things, the one neceſſary, the 
* other divine . N othing could be more 
exactly copied. | . 
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4 Vi jew oy the Principles of the later Pla- 
veniſs. 


Te who are uſually called the la- 

ter Platoniſts, were thoſe philoſophers, 
chiefly of Alexandria, who, a little before, 
and after the commencement of the chriſ- 
tian æra, adopted the general principles of 
Plato, but not without incorporating with 
them thoſe of other philoſophers, ſo that 
theirs was not an abſolutely pure and un- 
mixed platoniſm. However, in their no- 
tions concerning God, and the general /y/- 
tem of things, they aimed at this, pretending 
only to interpret the meaning of Plato, and 
to reaſon from his principles, though their 
refinements have only ſerved to make the 
ſyſtem more myſterious and abſurd. 


SE C- 


Crae. VII. Later Pluroniſt. 


SECTION. 1 


7 be Docrriner of the later Platon ifs concern= 
g God and Nature, | 


7E ſee, in the writings of theſe later 
Platoniſts, or may better conjecture 
from them, what was meant by the idea or 
intelligible world, which makes ſo great a 
figure in this ſyſtem, and which is ſome- 
times confounded with nous or logos, the 
ſeat, receptacle, or place of this ideal world. 
But in their writings, the term logos, of 
which ſo much account is made in the 
works of Philo, and the philoſophizing 
chriſtians, does not much occur; though 
there can be no difficulty in admitting that 
it was ſynonymous to nous, or mind, each of 
them ſignifying the principle of reaſon, or 
that from which /ogos in its uſual accepta- 
tion, viz. that of ſpeech, proceeds; every 
thing that is u#fered, being firſt conceived in 
the mind, and exiſting there. 
| Beſide the viſible world, which is per- 
ceived by the organs of ſight, theſe philoſo- 
| RAY ES: phers, 
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| 358 Principles of te Book 1. 
phers ſuppoſed that there was alſo an in- 
vifible world, exactly correſponding to it, 
capable of being perceived and contemp- 
lated by the mind only. And the only 
probable key to their meaning is to ſup- 
poſe, that this inviſible world of ideas, 
which furniſhed a pattern for the viſible 
World (always exiſting in the divine mind, 
and ſometimes: confounded with it) was at 
other times conſidered as a thing different 
from the divine h kimifelf. whoſe mind 
it was. 
When they canfides this intelligible arid | 
as the ſource. and cauſe from which the 
viſible world was derived, they ſometimes 
ſpeak of it as a perſon, the maker, or de- 
miurgus of the world; but though they 
ſuppoſed that there was another principle 
| Higher than this nous, or demiurgus, they 
ſeldom or never ſpeak of that as of a perſon 
alſo, ſo as to have the idea of two intelli- 
gent perſons at the ſame time; or if they 
do, it may be preſumed to be only in . 
myſtical or figurative way of ſpeaking. For 
as, on ſome occaſions, they ſpeak of their 
nous, as a mere repoſitory: gf ideas, the place 


of 
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of tbe intelligible world, or the intelligible 
world itſelf, and no proper perſon ; ſo, on 
other occaſions, they ſpeak of the higheſt. 


principle of all, what they call the good, 
not as a perſon, but a property only, ſome- 


thing belonging to every thing that is di- 


vine, to the terreſtrial as well as the celeſtial 
gods, and even to the ſoul of man itſelf} 


There was, however, enough of perſoniſi- 
cation in what the Platoniſts. ſaid of the 
divine nous or logos, to give a handle to 
Philo, and the chriſtian Fathers, to make a 
little more of it, as it was very convenient 


to their purpoſe to do. 
That the real conceptions of che Pla- 


toniſts were not favourable to the doctrine 
of tuo proper divine perſons, may be inferred 
from its being ſo generally ſaid, that Plato 
made no more than 7two principles of things. 


Thus Diogenes Laertius, in his life of 
Plato, ſays that he made two principles 
of all things, God and matter, calling 
« the former mind and cauſe*,” And though 


Plutarch in his view of the doctrines of 
| tabs A eee e F 


errogevrs, N alle. Lib. 3. p. 228. 
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Socrates and Plato, which he ſays, are the 
ſame, ſays that they held three principles 

God, matter, and idea, he makes Gad and 
nous to be the ſame, and idea not to be a 
perſon, but an incorporeal ra in the 
mind of God. 

In the diſſertation of Maximus Tyrius, 
one of the moſt ſenſible and - pleaſing of 
all the Platoniſts, the title of which is, 
What is God according to Plato, there is 
no account of any diſtinction between the 
good, and the nous, but only the doctrine 
of one God, the king and father of all, 
and of many other inferior gods, the chil- 
dren of the ſupreme, reigning with him +, 
The divine intellect, or nous, he conſiders 
as a power of the divine mind, and he 
compares the quickneſs of its operations ta 
that of fight, while thoſe of the human in- 

* Zunpang 1 Than (ai yap ala tg wares malls daa) 
rptie apxa;, Toy. Heer. Tw wow, Thy iNeav. eri Te o Yeog o wag, vn dd 
To Urnen wpuloy yereonu x; pop. rea Ts ute achat, W 
rag wagt I. waug” Peajiarions ws Lex ode Hees weg eg u oops 
De Hacitis Philoſophorum, lib. 1. cp. 3: Opera, vol. 2. 
p. 878. 


one a4, waa Aras, 2 wal Bi oe, Ber ay 
du, omapyoe; Sew, Diſſ. 1. p. 6. : 
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tellect reſemble ſpeech only; or the for- 
mer, he ſays, may be compared to the dart- 
ing of the light of the fun, and the latter 
to the motion of the ſun. Such, ſays 
he, does the academic angel (i, e. Plato) 
*« exhibit to us the Father, and the author 

« of all things .“ Here is no perſonifica- 
tion of the nous, or logos, at all; and yet I 
doubt not, he delivered the genuine prin- 

ciples of platoniſm, diveſted of a and 
figure. 

According to dns. the nous, or reaſon, 
of man, is a principle exactly ſimilar to that 
of God. * Our nous,” he ſays, is ſepas 
* rate from the good, and wants ſamething, 
% and therefore deſires pleaſure, for the 
«« perfection of the man, but the divine 
* nous always partakes of the good, and is 
united to it, and therefore is divine 3.“ 


70 jury des ue vs gen en d; agnes ow def. Diff. x. 
„ 
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As to the term /econd God, it is generally 
applied to nature by the later Platoniſts, as 
well as by Plato himſelf, - Thus Plotinus 
ſays, Nature itſelf is a god, and a fecond 
* god, ſhewing himſelf before the other God 
« ig feen®.” Vet N umenius called the firſt 
of the three principles, or gods, the Fa- 
«« ther, the ſecond of them the maker, and 
« the third the work, or the thing made 4.“ 
In Plato we found that the ſupreme God; 
the good, (tiled himſelf the Demiurgus with 
reſpe& to the celeſtial and eternal beings, 
and appointed them to be the makers of all 
things that were ſubje& to deſtruction and 
death. But as the ſupreme Being muſt 
have produced every thing by the exertion 
of his mind, or nous, and as it were from 
his florehouſe of his ideas, it was natural 
enough for the later Platoniſts to fall into 
the habit of calling this nous the Demi urgus, 
as it is done by Plotinus, who ſays, The 


Te yt Jeiog was net ru ds a ome ap; ace, x) a. 
Sev; try In Platonem, lib. 2. Cap. 4. p. 92. 
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& nous is the Demiurgus, who makes the 


<« ſoul, and the nous being a cauſe, he (Plato) 
& calls the Father, the good, being ſome- 


thing above the nous, and above eſſence. 
« He alſo often calls being and nous, idea; 
* fo that Plato acknowledged that nous or 
idea was from the good, and the ſoul from 
* the naus, and that this account of things 


is not new, but though formerly given, 


© was not well unfolded; and that the mo- 
* dern accounts are explanatory of them *.“ 
Buy foul in this place, Plotinus probably 


underſtood the ſoul of the univerſe, or per- 
haps ſoul in general, which he ſuppoſed to 


be, in all caſes, of the ſame nature; and 


with the Platoniſts this was always con- 


ſidered as a principle inferior to nous. Thus 


Jamblichus ſays, Nous is the governor 
and king of all, being the deminrgic art 


© of the en It is always with the 


ob nds? GER ow lod elle 
npalnpi enen. T aii de vs oflog malepa pn Tayavou, x, To exuawe 
Y ETEexeiva 
vert. m ed ox juev Tayabs Toy vu, T. Av tx t Te v8, Thy 
Joop » ) kan Tv Noyes Toe, pun nouvs; fund: vu. aN\es Wada 
lu epa jun avarTeTlaperc; Tx; Te wy hoy; tb las cut yeyorevas, 


En. 5. lib, 1. cap. 8. p. 489. 
| cc gods, 


, monaxys Is to ov N Tov vev., T dd Nye. 


- 


366 Printiphes of tha- Boo I. 

1 gods, without imperfection, and without 
6 defect, conſiſting of itſelf. in one ſingle 
«« operation ; whereas the ſoul partakes of 
* nous, but only in part, and multiform, 
** looking to the director of the whole “.“ 
In this paſlage, however, it is pretty evi 
dient, that the writer did not conſider nous 

as an intelligent perſon, diſtin& from the 
ſupreme being, but his own proper wiſdom 
and power, and yery different from what the 
_ chriſtian /ogos came to be. 

As the Platoniſts confounded Wi nous 
with the ſupreme being, whoſe nous it was, 
ſo they likewiſe confounded this nous with 
the ideas belonging to it. Plotinus, after 
obſerving that the mind, or nous, perceives | 
the ideas that are in it, conſiders whether 
theſe, ideas be the nous itſelf, or fomething 
different from it; and concludes with ſay- 
ing, that they may be conſidered in both 
* lights, diſtinguiſhable only in the con- 


Nu Tow Ho Barn; Ty oluv, Tex Fapunpyurn T% bun- 
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« ception of them; ſo that the nous and the 
things perceived by it, may be the ſame, 
as really exiſting, for it does not perceive 
e altogether in another, but in itſelf, on 
« account of its having the thing perceived 
_ « in itſelf. Or there is no reaſon why the 
thing perceived may not be the nous, con- 
« fidered in a ſtate of fixity, unity, and 


« quiet ®.” In another place, ſpeaking of 


the mind and its conceptions, he ſays, © The 
ic nous is at the ſame time all things, but 
not altogether : but each has its ſeparate 
* power; for all nous comprehends ideas as 


« 2 genus, and as the whole comprehends 


the parts T. According to this view of 
. things, it ſhould ſeem that the nous 'was 


conſidered as the ſame thing with the whole 


ſtock of its conceptions or ideas, and had no 
proper intellectual power belonging to it. 
* Emila «Jv Aut, oc To NH ey kme app, fiawaurncs 
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366 Principles tbe Book I. 
In another place he expreſſes this more 
deciſively, ſaying, that nous and idea are 
the ſame thing, and even that idea is the 
whole nous, and that nous is the ſame thing 
with all the ideas, juſt as knowledge is the 
ſame with all the theorems *. It muſt be 
obſerved; however, that in the laſt clauſe 
he uſed the term , or forms of things, 
and not 1, as if the latter was that which 
contained the former; and yet, as Diogenes 
Laertius obſerves, they are uſed grim] 
ouſly by the Platoniſts. 


When the Platoniſts ſpeak of the inferio. 
rity. of the nous to God, they ſeem to do it 
as if they were merely fixing a ſcale of me- 
taphyſical principles, and not to have had an 
idea of their being two intelligent perſons. 
And though they occaſionally perſonify each 
of them, yet it is ſeparately, and never, as 
far as I have obſerved, both together. This 
was reſerved for the chriſtian -Platoniſts.. 
To make this more evident, I ſhall-produce 
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a few extracts from Proclus e the 
inferiority of the nous. 
The nous,” ſays he, is God, on ac- 
< count of the intellectual and intelligible 
* light, which is more ancient than nous &.“ 
Here nous is perſonified ; but then the Iigbt, 
which is repreſented as ſuperior to it, is not 
ſo. In the following paſſages the firſt prin- 
ciple is perſonified, but not the ſubordinate 
one. What ever is God,” he fays, © is 
above eſſence, and liſe, and naus f. Nous 
« js the work and the firſt production of 
« the gods 1. Unity is God of itſelf, 
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1% nous moſt Ars e Nba 
T God“. WTR att e £/ at as 
The paſlage. which looks the moſt like 
the perſonification of both the firſt and ſe- 
cond- principles, is the following; but then 
the whole has the air of figure, ſo that the 
. meaning is by no means clear. The 
% Demiurgus, and Father of the univerſe, 
% has the third place an: ong the ee 
„ tual kings r. ut? 
In - this: ſcale of aeg it was. > uſual 
to conſider that which is prior in rank, as 
the Father, container, and houriſher of that 
which is poſterior. Though, therefore, 
the nous be the Son with reſpect to the 
2 it is the Father with reſpect to the 
ſoul, and the nouriſher of it, as Plotinus 
expreſily ſays 1. And yet, the nous was 
only che image of the good 5. " 22035? pic 
Kat # her drag, avroley tes „4 bus, Sr amor de 
xs, 206: e n cette, rule, Init. cap. 149. B+ 479+; 
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When we find ſuch confuſion in the ideas 
of theſe Platoniſts about their nous, and the 
ideas belonging to it, we. cannot be ſur- 
prized at their likewiſe confounding the 
nous with the ſupreme Being, whoſe nows it 
was; ſometimes calling the world the off< 


ſpring of God, and ſometimes the offspring 
of the idea of God, as in the following 


paſſage of Julian: This univerſe being 
<* the offspring of the idea of the firſt and 
the greateſt good, being in its ſtable eſ- 
« ſence from eternity, received alſo power 
© among the intellectual gods +.” 


I conſider Julian as a Platoniſt from the 


_ admiration: which he expreſſes of ' Plato's 


principles, and his frequent quoting 'of 
him; and he is as diſtinguiſhed a Platoniſt 


as the reſt by the inextricable confuſion of 
his ideas on theſe ſubjects, as may be per- 
ceĩved in the following paſſage, in which 
it is not eaſy to fay in what light he con- 
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370 Principles of the Boo L. 
ſidered the intelligible world; but he ſeems 
to have thought it to be a kind of magazine 
of ideas, or patterns of things, And yet he 
repreſents the good as producing the world, F 
as well as thoſe ideas, and as making the F 
world an image, not of them, but of him- 
ſelf. Speaking of the viſible world, he 
ſays, that ** it is preſerved by nothing im- 
: 
1 
1 
4 


«© mediately but a fifth body, the head of 
* which is the ſolar ray, but as it were in 
« the ſecond gradation by the intelligible - 
« World, and in the higheſt place by the 
100 king of all, about whom all things are; 
= « he whom, whether it be lawful to call 
| one that is above nous, or the idea of 
* things that exiſt, which I call the whole 
* ;ntelligible, or the one, becauſe the one ſeems 
« to be oldeſt of all, or what Plato was uſed 
"* to call the good; for this is the ſimple 
* cauſe to all things that are, of beauty, 
«« perfection, unity, and immenſe power. 
« Remaining in itſelf according to its pri- 
«© mary operative eſſence, he produced the 
* ſun the greateſt God from himſelf, out 
« of the middle of intellectual things and 
demiurgic 
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« demiurgic cauſes, in all "on like to 
« himſelf *.” | ; | 
As the viſible world is ſometinaes con- 
fidered as the child of God, ſo the intelligible 
world, which ſupplied a pattern for- it, is 
alſo ſometimes conſidered in the ſame light, 
and called a child of the Supreme Being; 
and the following deſcription of this child, 
and its properties, by Plotinus, who cer- 
tainly thought himſelf well acquainted with 
it, is myſterious enough; As a perſon 
looking up to the heavens, and ſeeing the 
« brightneſs of the ſtars, enquires who is 
their maker, ſo a perſon who looks into 
« the intelligible world will admire the 
© maker of it, and enquire who eſtabliſhed 
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« jt, who generated ſuch a child, this beau- 
«« tiful child the 10, à child produced 
« from himſelf. This cannot be the, zous 
« itſelf, or the child, but before the nous and 
« the child. The not and the child muſt 
4 be after him, requiring to be underſtood 
« and nouriſhed, which is neareſt to that 
% which wants nothing, not even to be 


% underſtood. It has. perfect truth and in- 
40 telligence, for it has them in the firſt 
« place, being before all, neither wanting 


« any thing, nor having any thing; for 
© otherwiſe it would not be the gol. 
The latter part of this deſcription would 
more naturally lead the mind to the idea of 
a principle, or property, than to that of a per- 
fon ; F but this' is ſtill more the calo-in hs 
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following paſſage from Jamblichus, who, 
in an account of the principles of Hermes, 
or thoſe Egyptian doctrines which were pro- 
bably the ſource of all the knowledge (or 
to ſpeak more properly, of all the miſtakes) 
of Plato, deſcribes the 8upreme Being, or 
be good; and yet the greater part of the 
paſſage gives us the idea of two different 
gods, one of which was derived from the 
other. But then the god and king that he 
ſpeaks of as the inferior, was, perhaps, n 
other than the ſun, as his Latin tranſlator has 
ſuppoſed, and therefore it gives us no diſtinct 
idea of the en of the Hiring, nous 
* %s. 2163 1+ tigg n 3. | 
Before all things” lems << 3 re- 
«ally are, and the principles of all things, 
© there is one God, prior to the firſt God 
* and king, immoveable, remaining in his 
.« own immoveable unity, not mixed with 
| any thing intelligible, or any thing elſe, 
hut the pattern of that God who is his 
„ oyn father, his own child, and the only 
1 father of the eſſentially good. For it is 
4e prior and greater, and the fountain of all, 
* and the ſource of all the firſt intellectual 
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* ideas. From this one God ſhone forth the 
God who. is ſelf-ſufficient, for he is the 
=o ur and the God of Gods, unity 
from one, before all eſſence, and the prin- 
* ciple of eſſence, for from him comes eſ- 
t ſence and entity. He is therefore, called 
« the principle of What is intelligible, 
«© Theſe are the oldeſt principles of all 
* things which Hermes places before the 
b ethercal, the empyreal, and celeſtial gods *.“ 

We ſhall the leſs wonder at this confu- 
ſion of ideas, if we attend to another of the 
Platonic maxims, viz. That being and energy 
are the ſame things. This was before cited 
from Julian, and I now find the ſame in 
een Who ſays exprelsly, that energy | 
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«is the ſame thing with being*.” Accord - 
ingly, he calls the ſoul / one ſimple energy. 
e and as its nature is ta live, it therefore can - 
not periſh+.” This is evidently making the 
ſoul to be nothing more than the principle, 
or property, of /ife; but then this is an ex- 
traordinary argument for its immortality, as 
it comes to nothing more than ſaying that 
life and death are oppoſite things, Butit is 
not my buſineſs in this place to attend to 
the many abſurdities of the Platoniſts about. 

the ſoul, and therefore 1 ſhall return to my 
proper. ſubject. 5 

In moſt of the preceding ratkges ihe good 

1s deſcribed as ſynonymous to the Supreme 
Being, and of courſe a proper perſon; but 
it is generally mentioned in the neuter gen- 
der, and is deſcribed in ſuch a manner as 
gives us the idea of a principle, property, 
or power, capable of being communicated to 
other beings, and even to the ſoul. There 
is, ſays Jamblichus, © a good which tran- 
6 ſcends eſſence, that which is eſſentially 

En d g To oy enpyuc. En. 5. lib. g. cap. 8. p. 361. 

+ Yuxn de zua Y i vepyeic 803, ey r tny Þv71G, 8 ro Tau 
papel. En. 4. lib. 7. cap. 12, p. 466. 
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dent from his reaſoning on the ſubject. 
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good, I mean the moſt anetent and vdlu- 
able eſſenee) and im itſelf ĩncoyportalg the 
«« pecbliar property of the gods? -wHtivh, in 
all kinds of them, preferves their pecu- 
iar diftribution and ordert which is never 
«+ ſeparated from them, and isthe* ſume in 
them all.“ He alſo ſays that . ſouls 


«« which govern bodies have not the eſſence 
« of the good, nor the firſt cauſe af ho | 
4 certain 
«| portion, and acquifition from it . 
Proclus generally ſpeaks of the good in the 


neꝛuter gender, as if it was a principle amd no 
perſon, and that they were mere metaphyſi- 


cal conſiderations Which led him to place 
this good at the head of the uni verſe, is i- 


The good,” he fays, 4 ig above __y 
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thinge becauſe all deſire goed &. Bot But 
from the idea of a metaphyſical -prinviple, 
we eaſily paſs to that of -a-<av/e, and from 

a cauſe; to a being,» or pern. he good, 
«©(2y«30)) he ſays, is the ptineiple and 
*« firſt cauſe,” and the firſt cauſe he makes 
{ſynonymous to God.. God and the good 
% f are the fame... Fot that beyond 
<-which nothing is, and which all deſire, is 
4 f.. N ten er did, 
It was by metaphyſical reaſoning that the 
Platoniſts made the good, to be ſynonymous 
to the one, all numbers conſiſting of unity 
repeated, and therefore proceeding, from it, 
and being reſolvable into it, as they, faid 
that all things proceed from, and return to, 
their reſpective cauſes; a maxim which oc- 
curs perpetually in Proclus. “ The one 
„ and the good en he lays, te are the 
bog ah 4." L044 e dern 
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Though every thing was by the Pla- 


toniſts called «pn, ot principle, with reſpect 


to that which immediately followed it, yet 


in the ſtrict ſenſe they applied this term to 


the firſt and higheſt principle only. No- 
« thing,” ſays Proclus, is ſuperior to the 
« ax"; for if efence was before the one, 
« efſence muſt be the one, but it is not 
% ſo *. He alſo makes /ife ſynonymous 
to the firſt principle, for he arranges all 
kinds of beings in the following order, 
life, nous, ſoul, and body f. | 

As the Supreme Being, or Lane, muſt, 
according to theſe ſublime Platoniſts, be 
ſuperior to every thing, it is amuſing enough 


to ſee how they were puzzled in making 


him ſuperior to efence, which alſo they 
ſtrangely enough make ſynonymous to.nous7, 
If God muſt be ſuperior to eſſence, and be 
the cauſe of eſſence, they were well aware 
that he muſt then have made himſelf, fince 
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Platonem, lib. 2. cap. 4. p. 84. 

+ H wey ws 0poodog Twy olan, cuſn, de Fung, 20 uw, u Cut, 
eig vm Ca THanoare Prow . Ibid. lib. 3. cap. b. p. 131. 
+ Kai yap o vs; 20m, Ibid, lib. 2. cap. 4. p· 93+ y 

L he 


Cup. VII. later Platonifts. 379 


he muſt have gence as the foundation of his 
other properties. This, therefore, ſeems 
to have been admitted by the Platoniſts, 
and their reaſoning on this ſubject ĩs truly 
not a little curious. Plotinus ſays, that 
* eſſence is not a cauſe with reſpect to God. 
but God with reſpeX to eſſence, for he 
* made it for himſelf, and having made it, 
placed it without himſelf, he not wanting 
*« eſſence, ſince he made it; for, conſidered 
« as being, he did not make being. But it 
„ will be faid he muſt then have been be- 
* fore he was, if he made himſelf, being 
* his own maker; but we muſt ſay, that he 
is not to be conſidered as a thing made, 
but as a maker *. On this a queſtion is 
ſtarted, whether God could have made 
himſelf otherwiſe than he did. But it is 
anſwered, that God being will itſelf, there 
| g # 
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* could be no will prior to his exiſtence * 
Proclus ſays, that What ſubſiſts of itſelf, 
« being one, is at the ſame time the cauſe 
ma and the Giite * 54.5 — 4401. e uin, 

The notion of God having Wande him, 
or being Bir own father, and bit own ſon, is 
well expoſed by the author of the Recogni- 


nns, as implying that he muſt have exiſted 
befoll he ata f.... 
b LJ OT * i . 3 ws os 15 
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En. 6. lib. 8. cap. 21. p. 755+ 
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Sie principio ergodicimus Datos, ineFabil providen- 
tia demonſtrante : | qui non a ſeipſo factus eſt, nec a ſeipſo 


genitus: eſt enim ſine principio et ingenitus: : Ingeniti 
autem appellatio, non quid ſit, nobis intelligete dat, ſed 
quod non eſt factus. Autopatoran vero et Autogeneton, 
hoe eſt, ipſum ſibi patrem, ipſumque ſibi filium, qui vo- 
caverunt illud quod eſt ingenitum, contumeliam facere 
conati ſant, dubiis deſervientes rationibus, Indigere enim 
nativitate illud quod erat prius quam naſceretyr, parvulo- 
rum more intelligentes, putaverunt; et illud quod fuerat 
pro eo quod fuerit ponentes, quaſi per ſeipſum factum, 
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This Acaarige f the ſuperiority of the 
divine. efſence. to every thing elſe, led theſe 
Platoniſts to ſome curious diftinigns, with 
reſpect to the place of God ;,,and as they 
imagined that his being contained i in any 
ing wayld imply ſome, kind of inferio- 
rity, they therefore made him the container, 
«© The Gods,” ſays Jamblichus, * are not 
& ſubject to any part of the univerſe, nor is 
% any part free from them; but, being 
« ſuperior, they are not ſo in it as to be con- 
* tained by it, but they contain all things, 
« and terreſtrial things have their eſſence 
in the divine fullneſs . To illuſtrate 
this, he ſays, that * as light contains the 
9 things which are enlightened by it, ſo 
1 the power of the gods contains the things 
00 al rus of 2 A Rennes to 
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1 Principles of the + Bovict, * 


this, Plotinus fays, that intelligible place 
« js in God, and not God in it.“ | 

The foul, likewiſe, having the ſame ſu- 
periority to the body, that God has to the 
intelligible world, it follows from the ſame 
principle; that the ſoul of the world is not 
contained in the world, but the world in 
its ſoul. Accordingly, Plotinus ſays, The 
« ſoul is not in it, but it is in the ſoul; 
<« for the body is not the place for the ſoul, 
„but the ſoul is in the no +.” Purſuing 
the ſame idea, he would have ſaid that the 
nous Was in the good. 

Again, as the ſoul of man bears 4 ſame 
relation to the body of man, that the ſoul 


of the world bears to the world, Plotinus 
Hays, that Plato, giving a ſoul to the body, 


did well in ſaying that the body was in 
* the ſoul.” He illuſtrates this by ſaying, 
in the ſame connexion, that it is more 
proper to ſay that air is in light, than 
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« that light is in air &. From this ſpeci- 
men of the phyfics of Plato, ſome idea may 
be formed of his metaphyfics; for he is juſt | 
as great in the one as he is in the other. If 
we may reduce to ſome general maxim all 
his obſervations concerning the place of 
things, we (ſhould perhaps ſay, that when 
two things, which have mutual action, exiſt 
together, that which. is the more refined, 
and the more excellent of the two, is to be 
conſidered as the container, and the other as 
The word trinity does not much occur 
in the writings of the Platoniſts, till we 
come to Proclus, who has a trinity of 
trinities, and pretends to find them all in 
Plato, I am far from being able develope 
the ideas of Proclus on this ſubject, and 
ſhall only extract from him ſo much as 
may ſerve to ſhew, that he did not mean a 
trinity of perſons, but only of principles. 
„ Unity,” he ſays, © muſt precede the tri- 
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© nity*.” He ſpeaks of a © Demiurgus, as 
placed before the trinity +.” All trinity 

« ig wholeneſs 1. In evety trinity there 
«is an end, an infinite, and a mixed. 
« Every thing divine is fair, wiſe, and 
% powerful. This trinity belongs to all 
*« the gods . For the three trinities 
«« themſelves declare, myſtically the un- 


known cauſe of the firſt, 4 


„ incommunicable God g. 
With reſpect to theſe different trinities, 
he ſays, the firſt trinity is called one be- 
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„ing . He alſo ſpeaks of the firſt tri- 
nity as eſtabliſhing all things, the ſecond as 
giving them motion, and the third as re- 
ducing things to their firſt principles .“ 
But the Whole is. moſt obſcurely expreſſed. 
The ſecondꝭ trinity, he ſays, is called 
*«. 2oholenefs, perceived by the mind. Its 
<<, parts; he ſays, * are che ane, and be being, 
<< which are the extreme, and the middle 
power joins them, but — 
* unite them, as in the former trinity.” 

“ This ſecond trinity, he ſays, is in * 
oy Fm. called «awy||,” * After this,” 
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he ſays, © we ſee the third trinity advanced, 
in which all intelligible multitude ap- 
„ pegrs, in which we alſo ſee wholeneſs, but 
he « confiſting of many parts . 
When my readers have perfectly under- 
ſtood theſe few paſſages relating to the Pla- 
tonic trinities, let them proceed to what 
Proclus farther ſays of. the Demiurgic tri- 
nity r, and of the Demiurgic unity taken 
from the trinity of the governing Fa- 
« thers #,” and then he will be pretty 


well eee for the ; of the chriſtian 
trinity. 
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492-0130 Nc M28 


Of the Doctrine of 1 the Platon its concerning 


the Union of the Soul with God, and general | 
Obſervations. | | 


11 | 
FJAVING feen this ſtrange confufion of 
ideas reſpecting the divine nature, its 
operations and influences, we ſhall the leſs 
wonder at the myſticiſm of theſe Platoniſts 
with reſpe& to the exaltation of the mind 
of man by a ſuppoſed union with the di- 
vine nature, ſo as to be ſupported and nou- 
rifbed by it; for it was a maxim with 
them, that every thing is perfected and 
nouriſhed by its proper cauſe, as Jambli- 
chus ſays, the ſoul is perfected by the 
* 2045, and nature by the ſoul; and in like 
* manner other things are nouriſhed- by 
% their cauſes*.” One would think, how- 
ever, that, admitting this principle, it 
might be ſufficient to ſuppoſe every _ 
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388 Principles tbe Book I. 
to be perfected by its proper and immediate 
cauſe ; and, therefore, that the mind of man 
ſhould be perfedted by its union to the ce- 

leſtial gods; or at fartheſt to the divine nous, 
without having any communication with 
the higheſt principle of all, or the good; 
and, indeed, upon this idea, Plotinus ſpeaks 
of © the ſoul being attached to the nous, and 
* the nous to the good®.” Agreeably to 
this alſo, Jamblichus ſpeaks of the ſoul as 
« raiſed by - Theurgy” (or certain magical 
operations) © above all matter, and united 
« to the eternal logos +.” | 

But this was not ſufficient for 1 * 
of theſe philoſophers, which aſpired higher 
than thoſe of ordinary men. They thought 
that they might paſs through the intelligible 
world, to the higheſt principle of all, and 
be united to the good. itſelf. Thus Por- 
phyry ſays concerning Plotinus, that ** he 
was wakeful, and had a pure ſoul, always 
* aſpiring to the DG whom 50 entirely 


* Amphuems dk nn # v8 eig 70 de.” En. 6. lib. 
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« loved; that he did his utmoſt to deliver 
_ 4 himſelf from the bitter waves of this 

«« cruel life, and that thus, as this divine 

e perſon was raifing himſelf in his thoughts 

* to the firſt and ſupreme God, in the me- 

% thod deſcribed in the banquet of Plato, 

„ this God, without form or idea, and 

* placed above the nous, and every thing 

<« intelligible, appeared to him; to which 

God,“ he adds, I, Porphyry, once ap- 

e proached, and was united, in the 6th 

«« year of my age. 

The means by which this union with the 
Deity is effected, is explained by Proclus, 
as far as mere words can do it; but the 

meaning is, I own, above my comprehen- 

ſion. The ſoul,” he ſays, entering into 
its own unity, bcholds every thing, and 
| „ 
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« God#,” „ Again,” he ſays; * It is the 


« faith of the gods that unites, in an un- 


*« ſpeakable. manner, all the kinds of gods, 


* and . and PPP fouls to robe 
e 


gives us a more eee e 
count of this myſterious aſcent of the ſoul 


to God in the following terms, from which 


ſame perſons may poſſibly imagine, that they 8 
may derive ſome aſſiſtance in attaining to 


raptures of a ſimilar nature. The know- ' 


edge, or contact of the good, he [Plato] 


' 4 ſays is the greateſt thing, and the greateſt 


* diſcipline; not meaning that the intui- 


« tion of the good itſelf is the diſcipline, . 
but ſomething to be learned by it. To 
s this we are led by analogies, negations, 


© the knowledge of external things, and 
* certain gradations. For it muſt be pre- 
« ceded by purgations, prayers” [ſuppoſed 
to be underſtood] « virtues and ornaments 
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'** of the mind, the aſcent to the intelligible 
world, fixing there, and laying hold of 
* the things that are there, Whoſoever 
n becomes at the ſame time a ſpeQator and 
L a fpetacle, of himſelf and other things, 
and becoming efſence and nous, and the 
_ «« univerſal living thing, no longer ſees any 
* thing from without, but being himſelf 
that thing, that is, the intelligible world, 
or part of it, he is near to it, and within 
one ſtage of it” ¶ that is, the good itſelf] 
then ſhining with every thing that is in- 
© telligible. Then laying aſide all diſci - 
* pline, as the rudiments of a ſchool, and 
being fixed in the beautiful, he knows 
„ whither he is advanced. And being 
4 borne thence by the nous itſelf, as by a 
wave, and carried aloft by it, as it were 
'« ſwelling, he gains the ſudden intuition. 
«© Not ſeeing bow, but the fight filling his 
«© eyes with light, he ſees nothing but it, 
** the light itſelf being the viſion *. 
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392 Principles of the Boox 1, | 
As it may be ſuppoſed that the learned 
commentator of Plotinus, viz. Marſilius 
Ficinus, well underſtood this ſublime part 
of Þ latoniſm, and may explain it better, 1 
ſhall give his comment upon it. The 
«ladder by which we aſcend to the prin- 
* ciple has ſeven ſteps. The firſt is, the 
«« purxgation of the mind; the ſecond, the 
* knowledge of the divine works particu- 
4% larly provided; the third, the contem- 
* plation of the order by which the infe- 
« rior works are gradually brought to the 
e ſuperior; the fourth, a certain propor- 
** tionable compariſon, bringing it from this 
* order to that which is divine; the fifth, 
is negation, by which you ſeparate all 
that you conceive from the principle; 
*« the ſixth, is carneſt prayer to God, that the 
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Father of the intellectual world himſelf 
* may truly make you the intellectual world, 
* being virtually this world from the be- 
« ginning; the ſeventh, that when you are 
* become the intellectual world, being car- 
4 ried farther by the love of the good; yon 
** may be transformed from the intellectual 
& ſtate to the good, which is above in- 
ele 0, -: 115 Si Hat ares! 
Jamblichus follows Plotinus, and agrees 
with him in his account of this myſtical 
union of the ſoul to God. Conſidering how 
far the actions of the ſoul in theſe divine 
extaſios are cm et he ſays, rn di- 


gi "Scala. per quam acendicur ad. principium, 1 * 
gradus habet: primus eſt purgatio animi: ſecundus. cog- 
nitio operum divinorum fingulatim comparata: tertius 
contemplatio ordinis, quo opera inferiora reducuntur ad 
ſuperiora gradatim: quartus. comparatio quædam propor - 
tionalis ex ordine hujuſmodi ad divinum ordinem ſeſe con- 
ferens : quintus, negatio per quam cuncta quæ concipis 
ſepares a principio: ſextus, ſupplex ad Deum oratio, ut 
ipſe intellectualis mundi pater te reddat mundum intel- 
lectualem actu: ens enim potentia mundus hic ab initio: 
ſeptimus, ut quum ipſe intellectualis mundus evaſeris, 
ulterius amore boni concitus, ex ſtatu intellectuali tranſ- 
formeris in bonum ſuperius inte llectu. R En. 6. 
lib. 7. p. 227. hr £4 

5 « vine 
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4 vine irradiation, which comes by prayers, 
e ſhines and operates voluntarily, and is far 
« from any thing of violence. But, by a 
divine energy and perfection, as much ex- 
4 cels all voluntary motion, as the divine 
t will of the good excels all animal voli- 
* tion. By ſuch volition the gods, being 
« gracious and merciful, infuſe abundant 
light on thoſe who are engaged in theur- 
r vic exerciſes, calling their ſouls to them, 
* and giving them an union with them- 
ſelves; accuſtoming them, even when 
* they are in the body, to be ſeparate from 
*« the body, and to be carried to their eter- 
„ nal and intelligible. principle. What 1 
* ſay appears from facts to be the ſafety of 
* the ſoul. For in ſeeing theſe happy vi- 
« ſions, the ſoul changes its animal life, and 
„acts with another energy; and ' ſeeing 
things in their true light, he no longer 
* conſiders himſelf as a man, For after 
*« quitting his proper life, he becomes poſ- 


ſeſſed of the moſt nappy, energy of the 
"* gods. FE 
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Plato himſelf- is always referred to, as 
having taught this method of the aſcent of 
the ſoul to God, or the chief good. But 
though what he has ſaid on the ſubject may 
have led to this myſterious buſineſs, it falls 
far ſhort of it. Treating of beauty, in his 


dialogue intitled The Banquet, he ſays, we 


may paſs from particular beautiful objects 
in nature to beauty in the abſtract, and this 


he deſcribes as the ſame thing with good in 


the. abſtract, or the firſt principle of all 
things, in the contemplation of which con- 
ſiſts the higheſt happineſs of man. Having 
deſcribed this progreſs at large, he ſays, in 
M. Sydenham's tranſlation, 95 
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86 Principles of the Book I. 
| _ «© Here is to be found, if any where, the 
happy life, the ultimate object of deſire 
0 to man. It is to live for ever in behold- 
* ing this conſummate beauty, the fight of 
. «which, if ever you attain it, will appear 
* not to be in gold, nor in magnificent at- 
ce tire, nor in beautiful youths or damſels. 
« With ſuch, however, at preſent, many of 
vou are ſo intirely taken up, and with the 
*« ſight of them ſo abſolutely charmed, that 
« you would rejoice to ſpend your whole 
« lives, were it poffible, in the preſence of 
« thoſe enchanting objects, without any 
« thoughts of cating or drinking, but 
« feaſting your eyes only with their beauty, 
« and living always in the bare ſight of it. 
If this be ſo, what effect, think you, 
« would the fight of beauty itſelf have upon 
* a man, were he to ſee it pure and genuine, 
% not corrupted. and ſtained all over with 
« the mixture of fleſh and colours, and 
much more of like periſhing and fading 
* traſh; but were able to view that divine 
te eſſence, the beautiful itſelf, in its own ſim- 
« plicity of form. Think you that the life 
" of ſuch a man would be contemptible or 
66 mean: ; 
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Cnar. VII. 5 later Platoniſts. 0 
« mean; of the man Who always directed 


« his eye towards the right object, who 
looked always at real beauty, and was con- 
« verſant with it continually. Perceive you 
te not that, in beholding the beautiful, with 
« that eye with which alone it is poſſible to 
<«« behold it, thus and thus only could a man 


% ſemblance of virtue, as not having his in- 
e timate commerce with an image, or a 
«© ſemblance, but virtue true, real, and ſub- 


«© ſtantial, from the converſe and embraces | 


of that which is real and true. Thus be- 
«« getting true virtue, and bringing her up 
* till ſhe: is grown mature, he would be- 
© come a, favourite of the gods, and at 
« length would be, if any man ever be, 
* himſelf one of the immortals*,” Thoſe 
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398 | Printer if the Book I. 
who can admire theſe a ſhould _ 


complain of Jacob Behmen. | 
This wild enthuſiaſtic notion of an union 


to God, to be obtained by contemplation, 


auſterity, and a particular diſcipline, was 


_ eagerly embraced by many ſpeculating chriſ- 
tians, and contributed greatly to that turn for 
_ myſticiſm, which infected ſueh great num- . 


bers in former times, and which infects many 
even to this day. It likewiſe contributed to 

that fondneſs for ſolitude, and abſtraction 
from the world, which gaye riſe to the eſta- 
bliſhment of hermits and monks, The lan- 
guage of many chriſtians' has been much the 
ſame with the following of Jamblichus, who 
deſcribes © a two-fold ſtate of 'man, one in 


* which we are all ſoul, and being out of 
« the body, are raiſed aloft, and dwell with 


% the univerſal and immaterial gods; and 
* another ſtate in which we are bound by 
* the ſhell of the body, ſo as to be confined 
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by matter and to _ as it were, r 
«a corporeal *. 405 Ni. 
Clemens e e * a Plato, 
that he who. contemplates ideas, will live as 
a God among men, that nous is the n of 
ideas, and is God. 1 


If this account of ho dofirine: af = 
Platoniſts, with reſpect to God and nature, 


does not give my readers complete ſatisfac- 

tion, it will not be in my power to do it. 
The paſſages which I have ſelected from 
Plotinus, and others, dark as they may ap- 
pear, are really ſome of the cleareſt in all 


their writings, the bulk of which may welk 


be denominated darkneſ+ that may be felt. 
The writings of the ſchoolmen, which have 
been ſo much ridiculed, - on account of 
their obſcurity, and idle diſtinctions, are 


e compared to thoſe of eſs Pla- 
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rapiſts: Ian, defiswany man uf tolerable 


ſenſe, who hay.iz; competent knowledge df 


the Grcek language, and Who ray be diſ- 
poſed tos think there is too much foverity, 


in this cenſure, to ſpend a ſingle day upon 


Pigtinus, Jamblichus, or Proclus. If he 


leave them without having his own--mind 
very much beclouded (of which there is 


ſame. danget) I am confident that he will 
agree with me n eee EN 


them, oh 1 4 38517 © (3 : Hi: gre: ade 
In, paſſing his cenſure on the e ö 
of, theſe) Platoniſts, I am far from wiſhing 8 


to. ſuggeſt a low opinion of the underſtand- 
ings of the men. I believe, that with re- 


ſpecg to their intellectual powers, they were 


equal, to any metaphyſicians of the preſent 
age, or of any other; and ſo certainly was 


: ares, Aquinas, and many of the ſchool- 


men. But mankind had not then attained 


to;the feſt elements of metaphyſical know- 


ledge, which is now indeed in a very 
imperfe& ſtate, much behind many other 
branches of knowledge; and what poor 
work would Newton himſelf have made, if 
he had been ſet to read before he had 


I | learned 
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5 learned belt bis lothors;” Ar be mere art 
of reading is perhaps attalned with more 


_ difficylty than any thing that we learn ſub- a 
ſequent to it ſo we may ſay that it coſt 


5 the world more pains and thought to ac- | : 
quite the very elements of [philoſophical 4 


and metaphyſical knowledge; than it did to 
make the moſt ſhining diſcoveries after - 
| — Lam far, therefore, from deſpiſing 
the men who laboured under ſuch great dif- 
advantages; but I own that I do deſpiſe 
thoſe who, neglecting, and affecting to de- 
ſpiſe, the greater light of the preſent day, 
involve themſelves, and endeavour to in- 
volve others, in the darkneſs which over- 
ſpread the world two thouſand years ago. . 
Having thus repreſented what I appre- "#8 
hend Platoniſm to have been, I ſhall in the 
next place, endeavour to ſhew how thick 
a ſhade from this 'maſs of darkneſs was 
thrown upon the Jewiſh religion in Philo, 
and the chriſtian in the writings of the 
early Fathers. In the mean time, this view 
of that ſyſtem of philoſophy which was 
moſt admired at the time of the promulga- 
tion of chriſtianity,”a ſyſtem made uſe of 
Vor. I, Dd ”. to 
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to ſupport a religion ſtill more abſaed than! 
_ itſelf, debaſing the faculties, and corrupt+ 
ing the morals of men, may ſerve to make 
us more thankful for the pure light of 
the goſpel, which the Fatber f lights | was 
- pleaſed, in the fulneſs of time, to ſend, in 
order to diſperſe * * aud — 
darkneſs. p22 
A fuller diſplay of Platoniſin, 4 in a r 
3 of the of Plotinus, Jams, 
blichus, and Pad (if it was poſſible | 
to exhibit ſuch wretched nonſenſe. in any 
modern language) would contribute {till 
more to make chriſtianity appear to its 
proper advantage. And indeed, to doit 
juſtice, .it. ought to be compared with that 
ſyſtem of knowledge which human reaſon 
had actually produced at the time of its 
promulgation, and not with that which the 
' reaſon of man (firſt put into a right track 
by itſelf) has been able to produce in the 
ſpace of two thouſand years * * 


1 


END OF 


